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1.  INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 
1.1  The need for a revision of Directive 80i778/EEC 
(I) 
.  . 
Directive  80/778/EEC<
1J  relating  to  the  quality . of  water  intended·  for  Q.t.nTian 
_  consrimption (the "Drinking Water Directive") laid down for the first time a set, of 
ma.J:ldatory· quality standards  for  driiik:ing water thfougHout the ·commurlity whi-ch 
. Member States were obliged to meet.  Its impact was significant and it is generally·  . 
recognized  that  the  Directive  has  been  the -driving  force  behind.  the  overall · 
· _ improvement in diinking water quality which has taken place in Europe over the past 
decade.  ·  ·  · 
The  Directive -has  provided  governments  and  water  suppliers  with  a  stable-and 
predictable base for their·investmentprogranunes,.-arid consumers can now expect to 
receive water complying with explicit Community-w:lde quality standards.  · 
However, in spite ··of the many benefits of · Directive 80/778/EEC, there have been _ 
some shortcomings, which the Commission has recognized For example, difficulties 
hav~ arisen because the  Directive did not' provide Member States with an adequate 
.legal :framework within which to respond to variations in the. quality.of raw water and 
to the technical difficulties encountered in the production :md distribution of drinking 
water. In such cases the Directive gives little opportunity to Member States to  redress 
failures to meet the various quality standards in an appropriate and transparentlegal  ·. 
:framework. .  · 
·.  Furthermore, since the Directive is based on a proposal rriade in 1975 its ideas and 
standards correspond to what  was thought to be· appropriate 20 years ago. Therefore 
the Directive does not take into account improvementS in scientific understanding and 
in techii.ology which have taken place since then  •  · 
Mm~over;  in the light of  the subsidiarity principle embodied iri theTr~aty  of  European 
Union signed at Maastricht, there was a require!Ilent to reconsider the Directive. This 
was ·.~confirmed  at  the  Edinburgh  Europea,n  Council . in -December  1992.  The 
conclusions of the Edinburgh. Council state:"On the environment,  the  Commission· 
intends to simplify, consolidate and update existing texts,_particularly those on water,. · 
to take new knowledge and technical_ progress ·into account".  .r 
Ther~fore, it was agreed at the Brussels European Council in-December,l993 that the· 
Commission would undertake a fundamental review of  the Drinking Water ~irective. 
In particular, it was agreed to reorient the drinking water rules md  regulati~ns towards 
compliance· with. essential quality and health parameters, leaving Member States free 
to add secondary p1;1rameters if  they see fit. 
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2 This meant in practice that the revised drinking water quality directive (covering water 
for use in the home and water used in the food industry that can affect the health 
properties of  the final produ<;t) would define general parameters, some of  which would 
be fixed in technical terms at Commrnrity level and others at national level. 
In  September  1993  the  Cominission hosted  a  conference  where  inter~sted parties, 
presented their  views on the  Directive  and  the  heed  tor  a  revision.  The  views 
expressed at the conference and the information given subsequently to the Cormnission 
have been taken into account in the preparation of this proposal..  ·  · 
The proposal is based on the tu1.derstanding that maintaining a supply of  good quality 
drinking water is a prerequisite both for providing a high Standard of human health 
protection  and  for  sustainable  social  and  economic  development.  It is  thus  an 
important factor in raisjng the standard of  living and the quality of  life in the Union. 
This proposal for  a revision of the  Directive will  therefore, if adopted,  bring the 
Directive into line with the Treaty on Emopean Union, and in particular with the 
principle of subsidiarity and the precautionary principle. 
In the Commission's view the single most important change in the  Directive is the 
reduction from 50  Jlgll to 10 Jlgll in the maximum permitted concentration of  lead in 
drinking water:. This change, which is in accordance with the latest recommendations 
of  the World Health Organization (WHO), is introduced, primarily, in order to protect 
infants, young  childre~ and pregnant women from the nemo-toxic effects that are 
known  to  contribute  to  IQ  deficits,  learning  and  behavioural  problems.  In the 
Commi5sion's view, this benefit will considerably outweigh the costs involved. 
Compliance at the tap with the new value for lead will necessitate the replacement of 
lead pipes and fittings.  Preliminary estimates suggest that the total cost of  doing this 
will be of the order of ECU 70 000 million  .. However, it is proposed that 15  years 
. should be allowed for compliance with this parameter, and so Member States will 
have  some· freedom  to phase  in the  necessary investment.  In addition,  it Will  be 
possible for Member States ·to decide the rate at· which lead pipes and fittings are to 
be replaced in domestic premises.  · 
They will therefore be able to defer investment in this area, should they consider such 
action necessary. 
1.2  Relationship between this pruposal and resource  protecti~n 
This propos3l  to  revise  Directive  801778/EEC is only one  part of the process of 
simplifying,  consolidating  and updating  existing  Community legislation related  to 
water. The. proposal does not aim at resource protection,  but  at the quality of water 
which consumers receive both in drinking water and in foodstuffs which  ~ave utilized 
water in their preparation. 
.  \  . .  ~  ·- /  .  . 
While  the  Commission·  recogniz~s ihe- importance  of resource  protection· it  is  felt-
inappropriate  to  include  such  measures  in  this  proposal.  Its  aim  is  to  set,  in  a  -
legislative  · form  -_which  is  applicable  and  ·implementable  throughout  the  -
European Union, the_ basic standards for drinki1,1g water which will be appropriate for . 
protecting human health into the .next centUIY,  .  . 
A review of  the drin~ng water Directive is, however, an important step in the overall ·-
· strategy  ·for ·a  coherent  and  sustainable  :Protection · of water  resources  in  the·-
European_ Union. 
Resource  protection  in  the  Community  will  be based  on  the intended  revision  of 
Directive 80/68/EEC<
2J on the protection of groundwater against pollution"caused by 
~certain. dangerous  substances  and  on  relevant  existing.  legislation~  and  .also  by 
. proposed legislation on the protection of surface water.  · 
I  .  - .  ,  . 
-There  is  a  case  for  considering  that the 'quality  o{ surface  water intended for  the 
production of drinking_water Will  be adequately  protected by a  combination of the  ' 
ex'isting  Directives concerning  plant protection  products,  pollution_ by  urban  waste 
water,  n!trates  from  agricultural·  sources  and.  dangerous  substances,  .atid -by .. the 
adoption ofthe proposedDirectives.on integrated pollution prevention and control and 
the  ecological  quality  of water.  These  obligations  are  in  addition  to the general 
obligations whichfollow from Article 130 R ofthe Treaty.  · 
When all _the  abovementioned proposals concerning the protection _of surface water, 
which are presently before-Council,  have been adopted  the Commission intends to 
-review the continued usefulness of Directives 75/440/EEC<
3J ai1d  79/869/EEC<
4l, and 
will make an_ appropriate proposal.  ' 
1.3  -Main changes proposed in  the Directive 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
) 
'1. 
------
Reduced Number of Parameters 
· The total  number  of water  quality  parameters-listed  in  Annex  I  has  beeri 
reduced from 6} in Directive 80/778/EEC to 48- in the proposal. This includes 
13 new parameters which have been added in the light of progress in scientific · 
understanding.  · 
Only  those ·parameters- considered  essential  at  the_  level  of the ·Union  _to  · 
ensure a continued high level of health protection are included. 
It ~ay be necessary  for Member States to sit values for further parameters · · 
.  where local  conditions  so  require,  and  as_  they  see  fit,  in  order  to  protect · 
human health.  ·  - -
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4 2.  Reviewed Parametric Values 
In the light of the precautionary principle and the improvements in scientific 
nnderstanding, the parametric values for the quality parameters listed in Annex 
I have been reviewed.  In this  exercise, the recent guidelines issued by the 
.  World Health Organization (WHO) have been taken fully into  ~onsideration 
as well as variations in the environmental conditions pertaining throughout the 
Union.  · 
In addition, the Conunission's Scientific Advisory Committee to Examine the 
Toxicity  and Ecotoxicity  of Chemical  Compounds  has  been asked  for  its 
advice on a niunber of important parameters, including pesticides and lead. 
Where appropriate, the parametric values are based on the available scientific 
evidence or,  where this value is lower than that which can be achieved by 
current treatment methods, on the lowest value that can be reached.in practice. 
A  precautionary  approach  has  been  adopted  in cases  where  the  av~lable 
Scientific evidence is insufficient. 
The parameters for which parametric values have been reconsidered include, 
inter alia, lead,nitrares  and pesticides.  ~ 
For lead and nitrate, the Commission is proposing parametric values which are 
basically in accordance with the WHO guidelines.  By comparison with the 
existing Directive this means an unchanged parametric value for nitrate and a 
reduction by 80% of the parametric value for lead. 
The reduction in the parametric value for lead is based on the evidence which · 
supports the current WHO guideline value. Although based primarily on the 
need to avoid the accumulation of lead in infants it is adequate to protect all 
age groups. 
·For .pesticides,  the  Commis~ion proposes  that  the  existing  precautionary 
parametric value of 0.1  Jlg/1  should be retained as a matter of principle for 
each individual pesticide. Experience shows that in most cases this value can 
be respected without the need for extra treatment provided that pesticides are 
used in a responsible manner. 
3.  Increased Transparency 
The Commission is proposing to increase transparency in the application of  the 
Directive by increasing the frequency of  reporting from triennial (Amendment 
to 80/778/EEC by the Standardized Reporting Directive 911692/EEC) to annual 
reports.  In addition,  there  will  be  an  obligation  to  inform  consumers 
immediately of any deviations from the standards of  the Directive and of any 
danger to human health which might ensue from this, t6gether with advice on 
measures which should be taken by consumers. 
5 4.  Flexibility to Redress Failures 
· The proposal of  the Commission provide~ a flexible framework within which. 
Member States can  redress unforeseen failures to meet the. standards of the 
Directive provided there' is I)O potential danger to human health· and ·that the 
.·  supply of  drinking water cannot be maintained by any other reasonable means ..  · 
The proposal also ensures that the public concerned are fully irifotrned ia suqh 
situations. 
The  proposal'- requires  Member  States  to  inform  the  Commission  of anY-
important derogations granted  .. · 
r' 
Memb~r States are obliged to give priority, wherever possible, to preventive· 
action and,  where  appropriat~, take actiori. to improve· the qualitY  of water 
resources  intended  for  .  the  abstraction  of · water  intended  for  human 
consumption. 
·  5.  . Mutual Recognition of Drinking Water Quality 
. 6. 
J  .. 
The Commission is proposing to make it illegal for Meniber States to restrict 
or prohibit the free circulation of  drinking water complying with the minimum 
standards. of the Directive,  or of  food products in which drinking water has 
been  w~ed, between the Member States.  This is· necessary in order to ensure 
that the new approach does not result in any obstacles to trade.  · 
SiD,Iplified monitoring obligations 
;;·  ; 
· ·A revised set of minimum requirements for monitonng schemes for drinking · 
water is proposed which will  allow Mt(mber States  to adaptthe amount arid 
nature of monitoring  to  local  conditions.  Furthermore,  a  revision  in  the 
approach to reference' methods of analysis for monitoring has been proposed, 
permitting the. use of  any method meeting certain performance standards rather 
than requiring certain methods to be used.  This will allow Member States to 
·.'adapt their methods to technical and scientific progress without necessitating 
recourse to changes in the annexes to the Directive  ..  _.  .  . 
2.  JUSTIFICATION'FOR THE PROPOSAL 
1  2.1  General considerations 
(S) 
In its report to the European.Council on the adaptation of Community legislation to 
the  subsidiarity  ·  principle<5>  the  Commission·  com~itted. itself.  to  reviewing 
Directive· 80/778/EEC  relating  to  the  quality;  of  water " intepded  for  human 
consumption. This r~view should lead to the presentation of a proposal fqr -a  revised 
Directive to adapt the current Directive· to scientific and technical progress,  make it 
mote readily implementable, and not lower the level of  health protection no"Y afforded 
to the consumer.  ..  .  -
COM(93) 545 final. 
6  . Directive 80/778/EEC has already been amended several times: 
by Directive 81/858/EEC of 19.10:1981  C
6
) adapting, consequent upon the· accession of· 
Greece, Directive 80/778/EEC; Article  15 was amended by the Act of Accession of 
Spain and Portugal of 12 June 1985, Annex I, Chapter X.l.j and by Annex XXXVI, 
Chapter  III.6m;  by  Council  Directive  90/656/EEC  o( 4  Decemb~r  1990  on 
the transitional  measures  applicable  in  Germany  with  regard  to  certain 
Community provisionS  relating to the protection of the  environment<
8
)  and by the 
Council Directive 91/692/EEC of 23-December 1991  standardizing and rationalizing· 
reports on the implementation of certain Directives relating to the environmerif
9
): 
The Commission has decided to present its proposal to amend Directive 80/778/EEC · 
in the form of a proposal for a consolidated Directive. Elements which are already in 
Community  legislation  are  included  in· order  to  enhance  the  accessibility  and 
transparency of the proposal. 
The text indicates the proposed amendments by underlining each change and by the 
word "adapted;' in the margin. 
2. 2  Reference to the 5th Environmental Action Programme 
The 5th Environmental  Action Prograrnme<
1o)  emphasizes  that for  the  purpose ·of 
improving the quality oflife and as a condition for achieving sustainable development, 
· it is essential to secure sufficient water of adequate quality for all purposes throughout 
the Community. In this context the safeguarding of a  high quality of water intended 
for  htJman consumption is of prime importance in order to protect the health and 
wellbeing.  of  citizens.  The  present· proposal  aims  at  contributing  towards  the 
implementation of these objectives.  · 
2.3  The scientific basis 
(6) 
(7) 
(8) 
(9) 
(10) 
The scientific information evaluated in the  .course  of the review relates mainly to 
published studies and data. 
On a number of issues the  Commission has requested the opinion of its Scientific 
Advisory Committee to Examine the Toxicity.and Ecotoxicity of  chemical compounds 
(CSTE).  The  assessments  made  by  the  World  Health  Organization  and  its 
recommendations on guidelines for drinking water quality published in 1993 have been 
taken into account, together with the experience gained during the implementation of 
Directive 80/778/EEC. The CommisSion has also considered information provided to 
it in connection Wj.ththe Drinking Water Conference it organized in September 1993, 
and other expert advice. 
OJ No L 319, 7.11.1981, p.  19. 
OJ No L 302, 15.11.1985, p.  9. 
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7 3.  SUBSIDIARITY AND COSTS 
-3.1  - Wha:t a~e the objectives of the propost:d action compared with the obligations of 
.'the Community? 
·,: 
. The_proposal  aims  to  simplify,  consolidate  and  update th'e  'existing'Dit:_ective.- The 
proposed Directive would align the\cuiTent J?irective with the Treaty establishing the . 
· \ ·~  · ,,;  . ·European Community, and in particular with Articles 3,3b and 130r of that Treaty. 
.  ' 
3.2  ls ihe proposed action based on an exclusive competence of the Community or  _· 
a com_petence shared with the Member States? 
-.·The· .main  aim  of this  propos~ is  to protect  human· health,  one of the  objectives 
menti~ned in Article 130r of the Treaty establishing the European Community; 
-Thus  the  legal  basis  for the  proposal  is  Article.  130s(l)  of the  Treaty  and  the 
~omp~tence is shared between Member ·states and the Community:· 
3.3  What 'is  ~he Community .dimension of the problem? 
All M_ember States are concerned by this action. 
Water whic.h is. safe to drink is a basic requirement for  su~taining·human life and for-
protecting human health.· Without water of  adequate .quality the standard of living. and 
the quality of  life within the European Co~munity  would fall dramatically. Were this 
to· happen the Community  'would  have failed  to  achieve .one  of the  objectives as 
·enshrined in Article 2 of the Treaty.  · ·· 
As water  is  often  an .  ingredient  or  component  u~ed  · in  the  food  processing  and 
manufacturing industry; it is essential that the wholesomeness of the final  product is 
not affected by- the quality of water used.  ·  · 
The proposed Directive aims  at the protectfon ofhutnah health for-·all  Community 
citizens.  Furthermore,  water  is ·a  product,  and  the  basic  health-related  standards  . 
applicable to it will  ensure that obstacles to trade will not arise.  This applies also to 
those foodstuffs whose wholesomeness may depend on the· quality of the water used 
in  their production.  ·  ·  ·  -
3.4  __  Which .solution is most efficient comparing the means ()f the Community and of 
the Member States? 
On the basis of  the experience gained sirwe the adoption of  Directive 80/77.8/EEC, the 
Commission believes this Directive· has  been  effective in  improving the quality  of · 
drinking water throughout the  Coriuimnity, It has  provided Member  S~tes and  the 
water supp~y industry with a stable J:Jase for their planning and, investment. ·Consumers  --
- have becom;e  f~iliarwith the Directive and expect to receive. water which they know 
will be safe to drink.  ·  · 
8 Therefore,  the  Commission  has  concluded  that  its  preference  in  the  revtswn  of 
Directive 80/778/EEC should be for  a framework directive  which  allows  Member 
States as much freedom as  possible.  However,  this framework is underpinned by  a 
central pillar of  requirements and standards which are necessary in order to ensme that 
human health is adequately protected throughout the Community. Nevertheless,  the 
quality  of water can vary  from  one region to another within the Com_munity,  and 
Member States need  sufficient flexibility ·to be able to set their own standards for 
addition~} and localized  paramet~rs if they see fit and conditions so require. 
This framework approach provides the essential health protection for aH  Community 
citizens while at the same time allowing local  circumstances to be addressed in the 
most efficient manner. 
3.5  ·What added value will the action bring to the Community and what are the costs 
of the actions?  · 
. ·''. 
In the interest of a smooth and cost-effective implementation of a revised Directive 
the following proposed modifications are of particular interest:  .  . 
-.  the possibility of  granting temporary derogations in order to rectify a situation 
without necessarily having recourse to treatment; 
the restriction of parameters to those which are of importance throughout the 
Union  supplemented  by  the  obligation  and  competence  to  set  additional 
.  standards according to national and local needs; 
the setting of minimum monitoring obligations which are to be implemented 
· according to local needs.  · 
These modifications open up increased possibilities for a cost-effective and adaptable 
implementation  of  the  Directive  in  line  with  the ·local,  regional  or  nati6nal 
requirements. It is expected that they will bring substantial savings in administrative 
and monitoring costs. 
On the other hand, the proposed provisions on reporting and information to the public 
may  lead  to  additional  costs  in  some  Member  States.  However,  in  view ·of the 
importance of confidence of the con.sumers in the quality of their drinking water it is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  this  expenditure  on  informati.on  will  be economically 
beneficial  as  it may  avoid  in  many  cases unnecessary  defensive measures  such  as 
installation of tap filters or consumption of bottled water. 
The standards in Annex I reflect a high level of health protection based on available 
. scientific knowledge and the precautionary principle. For most of the parameters, the . 
costs of complying with those standards are determined by the quality of the water 
.resources used for abstraction of drinking water.  -
For some parameters there is scope to decide what constitutes anappropriate level of 
protection. This indicates a need for risk management. 
9 .  . 
With the genotoxic carcinogens, it is. not usually possible to identify a no-effect !~vel, · 
and the stringency .of individual  standards depends upon what is  considered to  be a  . 
tolerable risk. In: such cases the Treaty obiigation to aim for a high level of protection 
is'of particular importance. The Commission considers that the appropriate statistical 
level of fisk is that there should be. no more than pne excess. cancer  in  a population 
. of one million .resulting from a life-time exposure -to the individual carcin9gen: There 
are parameters for which other factors  would  suggest that a different level  of risk· 
would be appropriate.  The levels chosen .for the various  parameters are outlined in 
further detail' in the explanations to  Anne~ I. 
Health risks and confidence of consumers are difficult to valuate in  monetary terms. 
Nor are the financial  costs the only or even  dominant criterion for the management 
·of health  risks;  Therefore the economic considerations focus on the aspects of cost 
effectiveness and affordability which means the impact of Compliance costs on water 
~  .  '  .  .  ' 
pnces  . 
.  When talking about affordability it needs ~to be  kept in  mind that in  the  Union  an 
average household spends only about 0.3% to 1.0% of  their disposable income on the 
supply of  drinking water. Hence increases .in V\latecprices only become critical for the 
lowest income groups. 
Furthermore, the development of  water prices is .only- to a minor extent influenced by 
· expenditure to maintain water quality. Costs directly attributable to combat man-made  . 
pollution such as treatment or a switch to new sources of a  b~tter. quality normally 
only amourit to about.l 0-30% of  the total cost of  water. supply. The perceived marked 
increase in water prices observable in some regions of the Community are rather a 
repercussion' of long  spells  of underinvestment and· a lack of maintainance of the 
supply arid  distribution  systems  in  the past,  exacerbated. by ·increasing qua_ntitative 
problems mainly in  growing urban  areas and  a, reduced availability of subsidies to 
·  finan~e investments. · 
The estimate' of complia,nce  ~osis resulting from the proposal is  based on the limited 
information available to the Commission at present.  However,  economic studies .are 
·being undertaken and will be available in early '1995 to refine those estimates. 
According to the information available the major increase in compliance cost will  be 
attributable to the change of the parametric value for-lead which is indispensable for 
the health reasons outlined below. 
Lead is a general toxicant that accumulates in the skeleton. Infants, children up to six 
ye_ars  ofage, and pregnant women are most susceptible to its adverse health effects. 
In  recent years· it  has  become increasingly evident that  long term  exposure to  low 
levels of lead may cause IQ deficits, ·learning and behavioural problems. Exposure to. 
lead  at  the  foetal  stage  appears· to  have  a  more  pronounced  effect on  cognitive 
development than exposure at the infant stage. In view of this toxicological evidence, 
the WHO revised its guidelineval,uefor lead in drinking water down from  50  Jlg/1 to 
10 Jlg/1. The new guideline value was based on the assumption that a bottle.:.fed infant 
receives 50% ofits lead from  water. 
ro-Th_is  means  that  the  quantity  ~(t'ead 'that  an -infant  would  receive  urtder ·normal 
· nutritional habits using water with a lead conte11t of 10 Jlg/l _is just in the range of the 
. provisional tolerable weekly intake  .. The value of 10  Jlg/l  therefore includes little or 
no uneertainty factor.  · 
Given the direct nature of  the evi-dence,  an uncertainty factor <i  1 i~ apptopriate; but 
the same evidence makes it clear that no higher parametric value could be supported,  · 
'without compromising the  health ·of infants,  young children and  pregnant, women. 
Hence the parametric value for lead proposed now is at the.upper acceptable limit for 
..  infants who are the group most at risk.  The level  allows for a higher protection of 
o~er age groups. 
A value of 10 microgrammes per litre of lead (10  Jlg/l  Pb) can only be achieved by 
removing lead from the distribution systems and from domestic plumbing. In general, 
75-95%  of the  costs  relate  to  the  replacement  of pipes  and  fittings  in  domestic 
premises and hence fall  on their proprietors. The remaining costs will fall  on water 
suppliers or public  authorities,  and will. be recovered in most cases through higher 
charges.  , 
··According to the provisional findings of the economic study on costs relating to the 
· change of the lead parameter, the regional distribution of pipe replacement cost is as 
shown in -the table on the next page:  ·  · 
:.:. 
11 .J 
•  .  • 1 
ESTIMATED·FINANCIAL COST OF LEAD PIPE.REPLACEMENT IN.THE 
MEMBER STATES (PRICES AT t993,'  IMPLE~ENTATION  WITHIN.20 YEARS). 
I. 
Household installations 
.. 
' 
Member Siate .  plus distribution pipes  Distrib1Jtion pipes  .  .  ' 
..  ·'  . .  . .  - , .  ., 
I 
Belgium  3 204  ·-MECU  532  .MECU 
..  ., 
Denmark  ·  0  MECU  0  MECU 
'  Germany  -3  210  MECU  85  MECU 
'  .. 
·Greece  Negligible cost  .  Negli~ble  ,  . 
.  .. 
'  France  19500 
... 
MEcu·  390 ·.  MECU  ' 
I 
Ireland·  2 4()2  ··MEGU(?)  196  .  MECU 
·;  '  Italy  14 750  '  MECU (?) 
(  1950  ·MECU 
Luxembourg  15  · MECU  15  MECU 
..  . . 
.The Netherlands  l  734  MECU  179  .MECU 
PortUgal  2350  MECU(?) 
.. .. 
2Q  MECU 
Spain  9J]6  MECU (?)  316  MECU. 
. ' 
UK  13  440  -MECU  .3 040  MECU 
I 
Gr,and Total  69 769  MECU  10 253'  -.  ··MECU 
As indicated by the pnnting in-itaiics the figures  for  Italy,  Portugal and sPain  are 
questionable as some  of fu,e  assumptions · need to  be  discUssed.  For  most  .of the 
countries  the  normal . destruction  rate  of houses  is  not  yet  considered,  nor  are . . 
savings due to reduced leakage.  The· economic;  costs (b8,$eline  before ·  discmmting) 
can therefore  be  eXpected  to  be  10-20%  lower~· The  lll11t  cost  of lead  pipe  · 
replacement per property depends much on the l<X:al  ~ituation Costs are in the range  I 
of ECU 600  .:.  3 200 per: household, with an average of about ECU 1 500/household. · : 
To take account of  the- high cost of lead removal,. the Directive will allow for  an 
implementation period of 15 years to carry out the neceSsary works in 'the distribution -
systeins'.  In exceptional  circlliT1stances  the  provisions  of Article  18  would enable 
.· · further prolongations.  · 
.  u·should be  noted that the proposed Directive will not oblige individual householders 
to replace lead pipes within their property.  Therefor~, much of  the cost of  complying 
with the parametric value for lead can be considered optional. However, in order to.  .  ,  .  .  . 
reap the full health benefits 'it is highly desirable that measures in the distribution and 
the domestic systems are taken in parallel.  ·  · 
-12 In order  to  comply  with  the  temporary  parametric  value ' of 25  Jlg/1,  additional 
treatrr?ent ofthe water supplied will be necessary in many places (it is already often 
practised in some Member States). Unit costs depend on local circumstances; they are 
usually in the range of ECU 0.03/m
3
- ECU 0.15/m
3
. 
The information available is not sufficient to estimate the total cost for all Member 
States.· The highest costs are  expect~d for France (ECU 1 400 million o~er.  a periOd 
of  10  years)~  Germany  (ECU  230  million);  Be1giiun  (ECU  172  million); 
United Kingdom (ECU 65 million). The Commission believes that when allowing for 
a  long implementation time  for  the  ultimate  value  of 1  0  J.lg/1  these  intermediate 
measures are indispensable.  · 
The costs of complying with the current parametric values for nitrate and pesticides 
are  largely determined by agricultmal practices.  The proposal  does not seek any 
fundamental change to these parametric values and hence there should not be a direct 
substantial change in compliance costs; therefore any substantial change in compliance 
costs will depend ·on  political decisions in other policy areas, notably agriculture. 
However the provisions concerning trivial exceedences (Article 10(3) of  the proposal) 
will  reduce  the  compliance  cost  for  the  pesticide ·parameter ·as  by this  rule  the 
installation of  l.lllilecessary treatment facilities can be avoided 
The financial  impact of other changes to the parameters and parametric values' in 
Amlex I will be limited to some 'groups of water supplies:  · 
' 
, . The most important operational consequences can be expected from the addition of 
the tl:tree disinfection by-products bromate, chloroform and bromodichloro-methane. 
These will calise some changes in the treatment system and operations, mainly for 
supplies from  surface water sources. If new capacities for treatment with activated 
carbon have to be installed the increase of  production cost. per cubic meter of water 
. will be  in the range of ECU 0.02-0.0-?.  Assuming further  that 20% of the surface 
· water supplies would need Slich an upgrading the annualized cost would be in the 
range. of ECU 100-15.0 millimy'a. 
The· tightening of  the two geogenic pollutants arsenic and antimony will require new 
investment for treatn:lent.in the  few areas where they occur.  However, data on the 
concentrations to be expected are very sketchy. The consequential treatment cost per 
m
3 of  water is estimated to be in the range of ECU 0.03 for very big waterworks up 
to ECU 0.45 for waterworks of  a capacity of 100m
3/day. It is expected that less than 
1% of European waters are affected Nevertheless economic reasons rriay require that 
for sparsely populated regions a longer implementation time will be needed in line 
with the procedure set up in Article 18. 
The  parameter benzo(a)pyrene  is new in this Directive  but the  problem  of this 
parameter has, been familiar to the .water industry for many years. 
The remedial action necessary is the removal of  coal tar lined piping and joints. Such 
pipes  were  used  in  the  past  mainly  in  the  UK  and  -Germany.  Replacement · 
programmes. primarily  for  other  technical  reasons  are  already  nnderway  so  the 
incremental  costs  due  to  this  parameter  can hardly be  isolated.  The  setting of a 
parametric value will most likely only advance investments that are planned anyway.  · 
13 '' 
The new parametric value for boron will  pose some technical and economic problems 
as. no mature treatment technology exists yet. As disclissed in the explanations to this 
parameter. below,  the  toxicological ·. relevance  of the  Slibstance  needs  to  be  re-. 
evaluated. Depending ~  the outcome action may have to 'be taken at. source, that is 
by the modification of detergents. In the few regions where waters naturally contain 
a  high' concentration of boron,  blending. of waters might be the only practicable 
. Solution 
In conclusion  apart  from  the  lead parameter  the  economic ' consequences  of the ' 
,  .  I  ,  . 
parametric· changes are limited On a Member State level the. cost increases will be 
approximately offset by the increased scope .for cost-effective implementation. 
3.6  Which instruments does the Community have at its ~bposal? . 
As the intention of the proPosal is to ertsure .  the  protection of  huinan health, it is 
conSidered that a legally binding instrmnent ·is requjred  ·to lay down the parametric . 
values and other requirements. Thus a reconnnendation would be insufficient: 
I 
Conversely, a regulation would  allow the Member States insuffif;ient flexibility to' take  · 
account of regional variations; Thus, the instrunlent  ·proposed is. a Directive. 
'  '  .  . 
'  ' 
3. 7  Will  a  Directive  defining  the  generai  objeCtives  to  be  achieved .leaving  the 
implementation to the Member States be suffident?  .. 
The protectiOn ofhmnan health can best be assured ·by setting. geriet81 objectives to 
be implemented by Member States,.'supported by specific s~c!s  and  rules in  .those 
cases where mriformity is required  .  , .·  · .  ·  .  ·  · 
'  '  ' 
In order to achieve ari adequate level of  health protection throughout the Commmrity, . 
. precise standards are required for those sribstances which it is es8ential to control on 
a Community basis.  · 
3.8  Proportionality 
( 
In the drafting of this proposal emphasis has been placed on the application of the 
sUbsidiarity principle, in accordance with Article-3b of the EC Treaty.  . 
/  .. 
However, ·in order to protect human health, it is  necessary.  to establish basic rules and 
. standards at a COmmunity level fQJ:  a  numb~  of c.ore parameters. 
There are nevertheless other substances which. may be  present in drinking water but 
which only occur on a local or regional basis. Establishing harmonized Standards for 
such substances would be inappropriate and Member States should have the necessary 
freedom to deal with these as required.  .  ' 
..  :  ( 
-14 4.  RESULTS OF CONSULTATIONS WITH INTERESTED PARTIES 
In preparing its proposal the Commission has taken into· account the advice it has 
received from Member States, and representatives of organizations with a particular 
interest in the quality of water intended for human cons~ption 
With regard to the broad ;;;pectrurn of  those who are concerned by this subject matter, 
the  Cornrilission  organized in September  1993  a  Conference  on the  revision of 
Directive  80/778/EEC.  The  information  received  at  this  conference' and  further 
comments received through this  conference and from individual citizenS. has been 
taken into account in the preparation of the proposal  . 
. In addition, representatives of  the Member States were consulted on the modifications 
they considered necessary to the current Directive at, inter alia, a high level meeting 
held on 28  February 1994.  · 
The Corrnnission has  followed closely the work of the Wodd Health Organization 
which led to the publicati~ of  its guidelines for drinking water. 
Detailed discussions have also taken place on several occasions, with representatives 
of the Emopean water industry,. in particular EUREAU,  and  their comments and 
advice }lave been considered in the preparation of the proposal. 
.  .  , . .-
In general the European water industry has indicated it is in full agreement with the 
line taken in this proposal. However, the consUltations with GISEM on the specific ·  . 
problems of bottled·  w~ters are not .  yet finalized,  and·  hence the monitoring. rules  :, 
proposed for bottled water should ~  regarded as proviSionaL 
5.  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  LEGISLATIVE  SITUATION  IN·:  THE-
MEMBER STATES 
Directive  80/778/EEC  was  adopted  by  Council  on  15  July · 1980,.  giving 
Member States two years to bring into force· the laws, regulations and adrninistrat:lve  · · 
provisions  necessa!y to  comply with it.  Member  States had  5  years  to .  take  the 
necessary  measmes  to  ensme  that  the  quality  of water · intended  for  human 
consumption complied with the Directive's requirements. 
All Member States have transposed and implemented Directive 80/778/EEC._ For the 
new  Uinder  of  Germany  transitional  measmes  are  applicable  which  require 
compliance at the latest by 31  December 1995.  · 
6.  ·  CHOICE AND JUSTIFICATION OF THE LEGAL BASIS, 
Directive 80/778/EEC was based on Article 100 and 235 of the Treaty establishing 
the European Economic Community. 
15.' Since the adoption of this Directive the Treaty  has been amended by  the Treaty on 
Europe.an Union. It now contains a·specific legai basis (Article 130s) for Community 
policy in  the field of environment which, according to Article 130r(1 ),  has as one of 
· its objectives the protection of human heafth. ·  ·  ·  ·  · 
. Because the central :obje~tive of the  pr~posed Directive is  the protectiQn  of huXan 
· health Article .130s provides art  appropriate legal basis.  · 
. Many  of the  provtstons  to  protect  human  health  will  also  ensure  harmonized 
conditions for the product "water" in the Internal Market However, it is not proposed 
-to  make Article )OOa ·and  Article  130s the joint b~sis. The objective and  the  main 
content of the proposal are covered by  Article 130s, which is a sufficient legal  basis. 
for the proposal.  · 
· The proposal does not relate to water management and  so the second paragraph  of 
Article  130s  is not applicable.  Paragrap~ 1 of Article 130s is  the only  legal  basis 
needed. 
'DETAILED ·EXPLANATION OF THE _AMENDMENTS 
\ 
RECITALS 
The  recital~ have been revised so as to reflect the reasoning behind the proposal. . 
ARTICLE 1·· 
Article 1 of Directive 80/778/EEC has been revised so as to provide a clear indication of  the 
. scope and purpose ofthe amended  Directiv~..  . 
The purpose of the current Directive 80/778/EEC, as stated in its Article 1, is to. set standards 
· for water intended for human consumption. Like that Directive the proposal deals only with 
the quality of  water received &y the consumer. While the Commission is convinced that the_ 
protection of  water resources is and ~ill  continue .to be of  prime importance in ensuring good 
quality drinking water, it considers that the protection of  raw water re~ources should not be 
addressed in a Directive relating to  the quality qf water intended for human consumption. 
The primary aim of the proposal is to ensure tbat water in the  .Eur~pean·  Community which · 
is  used  for the purpose of human consumption is safe and presents no potential danger to· 
public health.  However, water should not only be safe but aho wholesome; water which is 
unpalatable may .  be perceived by  consumers as being unsafe.  Such  a perception: may  lead 
. consumers to Using  other, less well  controlled and less safe sources-of water.  This could be 
detrimental to human  health .. 
-The' proposal  for an  amended Directive 80/778/EEC creates a framework,  and- only sets- at 
Community level  t~ose objectives and standards which are neces~ary to protect the 'health of 
.·  consumers.  Member States  will  need  to  set  national  rules  and. standards  related  to  water 
,production  and  di:stribution  and  ·to consumer  acceptability . needed  to  accomplish  these 
- objectives.  ' 
16. ARTICLE 2(1) 
·Article 2(1) of  Directive 801778/EEC provides a definition of  the meaning of 'water intended 
.  for human: consumption'. · 
Article 2(l)(a) ·is refined so as to make it clear that the scope of the revised Dir~ctive is not 
limited to water supplied from distribution systems, but in addition includes all water intended 
for human consumption made available in bottles and containers.· 
The basic·  s,tandards which ensure that water intended for human consumption is safe should 
apply to all water, although for practical reasons this protection may be provided in different 
ways for different sorts_ and sizes of supplies. 
The definition refers specifically to bottled water.  Bottled water is often used as a substitute 
for tap water, and there is no justification for applying different standards for  the health-
related parameters. It is not expected that this change will result in any additional significant· 
burden on Member States. 
Article 2(l)(b) maintains the requirement of Directive 80/778/EEC, that water used in the 
manufacture or processing of foodstuff comes 'under the  scope .of the Directive where the, 
quality of  the water used could·_affect the wholesomeness of  the foodstuff in its finished form. 
.  .  . 
The parameters contained in Annex I, Parts A and B, of  the proposal relate to human health. 
It is therefore appropriate that water used in a food production lUldertaking shoUld, 1n general, 
be of the same .standard as water intended for hurnan consumption. 
The revised definition provides the possibility of exemptions in case& where -the  competent 
authorities  have  established  that  the  quality  of water  used is  not  likely  to  affect  the 
· wholesomeness of  the final product. This should ensure that water of  drinking quality ·is u5ed 
where this is necessary, and at the same time leaves food manufacturers in no doubt which 
rules are applicable to them. 
It should be noted that water used for  agr'icultural purposes is not included within the scope . 
of this directive. 
Because  of the  introduction of Article  2(1)b  the  provl.sions  of Article  6  of the  current 
Directive 801778/EEC are  no longer relevant, and have not been retained in the proposal. 
Indeed, the Commission has never been able to ch-aw up the report referred to in Article 6(2)  .. · 
Article 3 of the current Directive is also now redundant, and has not been retained. 
ARTICLE 2(2) 
Article 2(2) ·of the propos31 introduces a new definition, that of the "domestic distribution 
system  .... This definition is required to enable the applicationofthe proposed new -Afticle 7(3). 
This definition will allow identification of that part of the distribution system which is the 
responsibility of another party other than the water supplier.  · 
17 ARTICLE J(a) and J(b) 
.. A  new Article 3 contains the existing provisions ofArticle 4(1)in Direc;tive 80/778/EEC.Jt 
explicitly  states  that the  Directi~e does  not apply t6  natural  mineral  waters  covered  by 
Directive 80/777/EECc
11l or to waters which are considered as medicinal products within the 
meailing of Directive 65/65/EEC02l..  '  ·  ·  · ·  · 
The Commission has examined the possibility of  extending the scope ~[Directive 80/777/EEC' 
, to cover al~ bottled water and not just natural minerai waters. However, it has decided not to 
propose such a change  because it felt  that other. bottled waters are· adequately covered by· 
Directive ?0/'778/EEC in respect of their wholesomeness.  · 
· Medicinal  waters  are  characterized  by  their  special  properties  or  requirem~nts and ·are 
therefore excluded from the  field of application. 
ARTICLE 3(c) 
· Article. 1  (2)  of the proposa+ makes it clear that the· objective of the Directive is to proteCt 
human  health from adverse effects resulting from contamination of  water intended for.huinan 
· consumption: In practice, this means that drinking water· should be safe whether used: for 
drinking or for  any domestic  purpose.  However,  there are  som~ uses where water quality .· 
would have no effect on the user's he,alth.  Examples would be watering garden plants,  or 
washing cars. There is no. value in requiring the use ofhigh quality water complying with the 
Directive's standar.ds in such cases.  ·  · 
'  J  ' 
· This is particularly relevant in those regions where water is scarce. In such areas the priority 
must· be  to  ensure  that  water  intended  for  human . consmnption is  ~vclllable in adequate ·. 
quantity. There is no ben.efit in using scarce drinking W(lier  for those domestic uses where· 
·water of  a lower quality can .be .used without compromiSing the .protection··ofhuman health  ..  -
N~vertheless, Membe; States should en8ure that the Use oflower quality water d6es not affect· 
the quality of  water intended for huin~  consumptioit Unless considerable care is taken, cross 
contamination can arise  as  a  result  of incorrect connections.  This could ·lead,  i~. turn,  to 
contamination of the 'water supply'network, so putting the health of  consumers at risk.  ',  . 
ARTICLE J(d) 
It is recognized that there rriay be isolated areas where the effort needed to ensure respect of . 
the  proposed  standards  might  be  disproportionate.  Neither  the  current  directive  nor  the' 
proposal contains any obligation for Member States to supply drinking water, and there is no 
need to deprive personS living in such areas of  their traditional water resources. Iris therefore 
. ·  proposed that the· revised·  directive  need not be  applied to individual  sources serving  15 
households or less.  In such cases special  advice to the persons concerned and the possible· 
· introduction of restrictions  on ilse  can ·reduce the  potential  risk to  human _health  to an 
acceptable level. This is supplemented by the overriding obligation contained in Article 5(1) 
of the proposal.  ·  ·  ·  ·  ·  ·  -
(11)  .  . 
(12) 
OJ No L 229, 30.8.1980,. p.  1. 
OJ No 22, 9.2.1965, p.  369/65. 
18  . ARTICLE 4' 
..  The new Article 4 requires Member States to take the measures necessary-to ensure that water 
inten9ed  for  human  consumption  complies  at  least  With  the  standards  of the  proposed 
Oirective.  Whil~ this principle already  exi~s in Article 7 (6) of Directive 80/778/EEC, the 
riew Article 4 adapts it to 'the framework approach of  t~e proposal.  .. 
ARTICLE 4(1) 
Article 4(1) maintains the o~ligation established by Article 7(6) of  Directive 80/778/EEC, for 
those parameters proposed for inclusion in Annex. I  because 'of their relevance or potential 
relevance for human health. 
In order to respect the principle of S\lbsidiarit}r,  only those parameters which are known to 
be of general  importance in the Member  States or which .are  representative of the~most 
important groups of substances that occur In drinking water ·are retained in the proposal. 
The microbiological quality of  water is the moSt important factor in relation to acute health 
effects. Accordingly,.PartA of  Anne~  I contains a number of  indicator organisms. These can 
be measured reliably using existing methods, and their presence gives warning of  the possible 
presence of pathogenic mic.toorganisms.  · .  ·  ·  ·  ·  ·  ·  _  · '-
Nevertheless it is  recognized there can be many· causes of microbiological containination · · 
although ther:e  are .  difficulties related  to the detection of some of the organisms such  as 
cryptosporidia. ·Consequently. the proposal oontains an additional and general requirement that 
water. intended for human oonsurp.ption  does  not Contain  pathogenic microorganisms and 
parasites in numbers which constitute a potential danger to human health. 
It should be noted that Member States that ~et a' more stringent standard, for example, for the 
pesticide  parameter,  will  riot  ~e· abie  to  apply  these  more  stringent  standards  to  the 
authorization of  plant protection prOducts under the procedures of  Directive 91/414/EEC. This 
is because Annex VI of that Directive specifies that authorizations are granted providing the 
concentrations-of pesticides in groundwater meet the minimum requirements for drinking 
water. 
ARTICLE 4(2) 
The list of parameters in Annex I has been limited to those which are of most importance for 
the quality of drinking water in the·European Community.  · 
.  . 
They  are not the only substances which could present a  risk or even a  potential threat·to 
human health if present in drinking water.  However, to jnclude all  potential  contaminants 
without regard to 'how likely or unlikely their presence may be would create an unworkable 
Directive.  · 
, There would be disproportionate monitoring obligations and very little gain in safety. 
19 .  .  . 
Therefore, in addition to rrieeting the specific  requir~ments Member States must als~·~ke aU. 
the ·other measures necessary to ensure· that drinking water is both safe to drink ·and ineets 
cdnsumers
1 expectations. By  creating this fraqtework the pr()posal leaves Member States fre~ 
to achieve this objective in their own way,  and to decide individually the quality of  water 
acceptable t~ their consumers.  . .  . .  .  .;  .  .. 
ARTICLE 5(1) 
The new Article 5(1)introduces an obligation to prohibit the supply or restrict .the  us~ of 
water which constitutes a potential danger to human health. While t!lOSt other obligations aim 
at minimizing potential health risks, Article S(l). is designed to ensure. consumers will in no 
c~se be exposed to unacceptable health·f\sks from water intended for human consumption  .. 
This constitUtes· the  absolut~ bafrier beyond which  derogations or exemptions are neither 
acceptable. nor permitted.  '  ·  .  . .  ·  ·  . 
As already:indieated, the-proposal contains standards for only _those  parameters which: are 
~nsidereq to be the most important and  .. rele':'ant  .. at a Community level.  Thus, ,the general 
provision of Article 5(1) is indispensable in .such .a framework approach if the .objec.tive .of 
protecting  .. the_health of all consumers is not'to be compromised. .  . ' .  .·  ; 
The Article emphasizes the responsibility of Member States.in those important cases wbere. 
human health could be at nsk. It  establishes two possible ways in which Member StateS can  . 
react· in such cases. They can prohibit the. supply or, if appropriate, place restrictions on its . · 
use. However, it. should ~e noteq that prp~bi~qgor restricting-the supply. ofdririk:ing ~ater 
is  a  dnistic step and should be regarded as a.hist resort when other measures which  migh~  be 
taken are'  unable to resolve the· problem.  ·  ..  · .  ·  ·  .  ·  ·  · 
.  '  '  .  ..  /,  ..  · 
.  .  . 
·One  of the  criticisms  often  made.  about  Directiv~ 80/778/EEC  is  its .lack .of any· clear 
o~ligation to inform consumers about the  ·quanty  ·of  the. ~ater they receive. The la~t sentence 
of Article 5(1) aims to redress this by placing a specifjc obligation on Member States to 
ensure that ~nsumers  are immediately made aware·am:l kept informed whenthe.water quality 
is  such  that  it  presents  a  potential  danger  to' public  health.  Furthermore,  Article· 5(1) 
specifically. states that. those cop.sumers affected by a prohibition or use restriction eire ·to be 
. given 'advice on the necessary- action they should take in order to protect their own health in 
such .circumstances.  ·  · 
It will be for Member States to decide the. ainqunt. and, kind of information to be provided 
under this Article.' However, it is clear that consumers will need to.be informed of  the reaso~s 
for the prohibition or restriction, what is being done to solve the problem' and how long it is. 
expected to last, ap.d  of ariy special action· th~y _should  take.  ·  · 
_ARTICLE 5(2) 
Given  that  potential  problems  cim  vary  widely. and  the. measures  to  resolve  them .·are 
·dependent  upon..Jocal  conditio~s and situations, it is inappropriate to s~i at a Community Iev:el 
what would consti~te a potential danger to human health.  Thus, it, \\jll be for the Member 
· States to decide the point at which a prohibition or use restriction of the supply is the only 
~~~~~~'  .  . 
. 20' The decision whether to prohibit or restrict a supply ne~ds to be considered in relation to the 
risks involved to huma:n health by continuing the supply. Because of sanitary considerations, 
turning off a water supply may· in many cases be to the detriment of those  the action is 
aiming to protect. Furthermore, local or regional conditions such as the behaviour pattern of 
consumers and  .the avc:tilability of  altefl\ative sources of  water will determine what is the best 
course of action in a given case.  ·  · ·  ·  , 
AR'i'I~LE 5(3) 
The decision to prohibit or restrict a  supply will often need to be taken quickly by the 
cOmpetent authorities. In moSt cases this will be at.a regional or.locallevel. Consequently,' 
Article  5(3)  provides  for  guidelines  to be established by Member.  States to  assist their 
competent authorities in makll1g· s1Ich decisions.  · 
· ARTICLE 6(t) 
Article. 6(1) corresponds to the existing Article 7(1) and places it in a more logical position 
_within the Directive:  ' 
. ARTICLE 6(2)  .. 
The  new  Articl~  6(2)  adapts  the~ obligations  contained  in  Article  7(3) . and  (4)  of' 
Directive 801778/EEC to the new Structure of Arm.ex I and sets out how the values are to be 
fixed for the different grou_pS of  parameters.  ' 
The parame!efs in. Annex I have o;en divided into three· groups, as follows: 
Pait A  :..  Microbiological parameters 
Part B- ~ Chemical parameters 
Part c  ~- Indicator parameters 
Parameters contained in the first two parts are included because of their direct significance 
for the protection of hmnan health.  ·  · ·  · 
No subst8ntive change is proposed. to the obligation to fix values at least as strict as those · 
specified in the Annex· for the~  parap1eter~. 
However, the parameters contained in Part C do not relate· to substances which by themselves 
and at the values· proposed, present a risk to hmnan health. 
They are included to provide  a prompt indication· of changes in water quality and· of the 
possible need for remedial action in  order to protect hmnan health. Such changes may indicate 
-contamination of raw water, shortcomings in treatment and the possibility that materials are 
being dissolved from pipes  .. Nevertheless, the proposal includes an obligation to s~t values not 
less stringent than those given in the Annex· to provide the reference point against which 
monitorfug results can be compared. 
21 The parametnc values proposed for the indicator par~meters are a trigger point·beyond which 
it i~ necessary to confinn that water quality is adequate to protect human health'.  Onlyifit 
·is inadequate, is further action l)eeded.  .  ·  ' 
Becaus~ the  parametric  values  for  the  indicator  parameters: are  not  set  on  the  basis  of 
protecting .human health Member States may  set values less strict than  tho~e in  Annex -I, 
· Part C.  . 
.  .  .. 
Nevertheless, Member States will still be required to  assess the quality of water intended for . 
. human consumptiorfagainst the parametric values proposed. This is necessary because a value 
·set by a Member State for a Part C parameter for other purposes may not be adequate· to 
· detect a change in water quality arising from  a new pollution source.  Therefore, Member· 
States  will  be  required .to  investigate  and  if neces~.  take  action. in  cases' where  the 
parametric values  propo~ed in Annex I, Part C are not respected.  , ·  . 
Aluminium is a good exaritple to illustrate this point. A health-related parainetric ·value would 
be much higher .than that given in Arui.ex I, ·Part C.  How~ver;.  aluminiu~ is widely used in 
water treatment In essence, alum:inium is· added to th.e water to be treated and subsequently 
precipitated as a floc.  This floc carries with it suspended organic matter, as-well as par~ites 
and viruses which might be present in tq_e  raw water.  Tqe aluminium coricentcition.·of a 
correctly-treated water wiil  be IQw;' and a high value would sugg_est that the treatment process 
. was not operating correctly and that the microbiological  quality of the treated· water- was· 
suspeet.: Ifthe aluminium:  concentration was only being assesSed  against a higher,  health-
related, value small. changes in concentration indicating deficiencies in. treatment· might. not 
· be detected. 
. ARTICLE 6(3) 
.  .;  . 
·· .  '-·  ."'  '. 
·In its Report to tpe European Council  on the Adaptation of  C~minunity  L~gisiatiori to the 
. Subsidiarity  Principle~ 'the  Commission  indicated  that  when  reviewing  -existing  water 
legislation it would 
11 reorien~ rules .and regulation$ towards compliance with essential qualitY 
and  health  parameters,  leaving Member  States free to  add  secondary' parameters 'if they 
- -see fit".  · ·  · :: 
. Therefore, and  in  accordance with the above,  the· proposal  contains .only those parameters 
which are considered essential for the protection of  the health of  consumers on a Co[)ununity-
wide basis.  · · 
· Nevertheless, it is recognized there are also other parameters which need to be cOntrolled iri 
order·to protect human health but which occur or are relevant only .on a regional  or local 
basis. Therefore and in line with the principle of subsidiarity, it is more appropriate that these 
are dealt with at a national rather than a Community level. Consequently; ·and in accordance 
. with the general obligation of Article  1,_ Article 6(3)places an obligation on Member States 
· to set values for such additional  parameters where the  protection of human h·ealth  iri.their 
territory so requires.  ·  ·  · ·  -..  · · 
....  ·  1  "-_ 
/  :  .  . 
Special provisions are made in Article 13 to ensure that the functioning of  the Internal Market 
is not affected. by this flexibility.  ' 
-22 . ARTlCLES 6(4), 6(5) and 6(6) 
Under Article 6(2) and 6(3), Member States are free to set higher standards,  and  standards 
.for additional  p<7rameters  respectively. 
If Member States choose this route,  it i·s  proposed that they  should notify  the Commission 
· accordingly  .. To achieve this,  three new sub  .. articles 6(4) to 6(6) are required.  '· 
- ARTlCLE 7(1) and 7(2) 
Article 7(1)  is new insofar as  it clarifies the point at  which the parametric values _will  have 
to be respected.- In the past, differing interpretations about the point at which the requirements· 
of Directive 801778/EEC applied resulted in'  some legal  uncertainty. 
It is only logical that water. should be safe at the point where it is available for consumption· 
or for use in food  production and manufacturing if the  principal  aim  of the Directive,. the 
protection of consumers against the  effects of contaminated water,  is  to  be achieved.  This 
· point can either be the consumer's tap or at the outlet of a container.  In the case of bottled 
water, 'it is  preferable to sample at the point of bottling, but there is nothing in the proposed 
directive which  would  prevent Member States undertaking additional' sampling of bottled 
water at the point at which it is offered for sale tothe consumers. 
Article 7(2) specifies that where water .is supplied-from a distribution n~twork the parametric 
values- are  to  be  respected  as  the  water  emerges from  at  least  one tap  in  the  consumer's 
premises. It should be noted that the proposal establishes the minimum requirem~nt and leaves 
Member States free io. adcipt inore ambitious rules.  ..  . 
.  ~  . 
Also, by limiting the obligation to one tap, in-house storage tanks and hot water systems are 
not covered by· the Directive.· · 
Water  used  within  a  food  production  undertaking  and  falling  within  the  scope  of 
Article 2(1)a) must comply with the proposed parametric values at the point where it becomes 
available for use within the undertaking. The compliance point could thus be at a well  ~ithin 
the undertaking 9r at the point when Water leaves a distribution network. 
ARTICLE 7(3) 
.  . 
The  effect  of the  previous  paragraph  is  to  oblige  Member  States  to  take  the  measures 
necessary to ensure that the parametric values are respected at the consumer's tap. This is the 
only way in which the objective of the Directive can be achieved. However, water quality can 
be  influenced by  the  condition  of household  installaticms  and  the  materials  used  in  their 
construction.  It follows  that  the  Directive's standards can  only  be respected if the,  person 
responsible for a household installation ensures that it does  not have an  adverse effect on 
water quality.  · 
It is  acknowledged that the arrangements,  traditions,  and  the legal  situations pertaining to 
ownership of housing and in  particular the household phimbing installations differ between 
,  · Member States. Therefore, the Commission considers that the objectives- of the Directive in-
this respect can best be achieved by  the individual Member States. 
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r ·The: Commission  considers  it  appropriate  to  oblige  Member  States  to  take  the 'measures 
necessary to ensure that the'.tonsunier receives water which respects theDirective's standards 
provided that the household Installation ls.of appropriate materials and correctly maintained._ 
Article  7(3)  of the  proposed  Directive  ther~fore. lays  doWn  that Member  States  will be 
considered to have .fulfilled their obligations in cases where failure to respect the Directive's 
. standards is attributable.to the domestic distribution system which are the_responsibility of 
1  another party other than.·the water supplier.·  ·  .·  ., 
'  '  ' 
To ensure·that efforts ·made to supply good quality water and in improvements: made to the 
general distribution system are not in vain, the ConstrUction Pro4ucts Directive (89/1 06/EEC) 
obliges Member States to ensure that in futUre  only appropriate materials are authorized or 
available for use in the' domestic distribution system. 
ARTICLE -8(1) . 
Article  8(1)  carries  forward· the  obligation ·in  Article  12(1) ·of the  .current  Directive 
80/778/EEC. to monitor the quality of drinking water. 
.  I  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 
The purpose of monitoring  drinking water is· to check its quality  and assess \Vhether ·the 
measures  taken to ensure  the  respect: of the  Directive's  quality ·StandardS' are  operating 
correctly.  It is  obviously  not  possible to monitor. the 'quality' of drinking 'water at  each 
consumer's. tap. '  .  ' 
The proposal therefore specifies that monitoring should provide a representative picture of  the 
quality of  drinking water available to. consumers.  ·  ·  ·  .  '  '  .  ' 
.  . 
In addition,, a new monit~ring obligation is added. Member States will be obliged to verify 
the efficiency of disinfection treatiilent' applied during the preparation· of water intended for 
human  consumption.  The  means  by  which  this. i~  to  be  done  will  depend  upon  the 
circumstances, and are n,ot specified in the proposed Directive ..  ,  . 
.  .  .  .  .  .  -
This change allows the central  iss~e, which is that any necessary. disinfection should carried 
out correctly, to be addressed directly.·It also means that the parameter 'residual  chlorine' 
becomes redundant, and  sci can be deleted.  ·  ·  ·  · 
ARTICLE 8(2) 
This  new  Article  'requires  competent  authorities , to·  establish  appropriate , monitoring 
programmes  . 
. The Commission considers that monitoringTequirements should take account of  a number of  ·. 
factors,  notably the population served, the quatity and vulnerability to pollutimi of the raw  • 
water resources' used for  the production  of drinking water,  the treatment applied  and  the' 
condition of the distribution network.  ·  .  '' 
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.  --- ··!- . These factors can vary widely from one place to another.  Annex II therefore contains only 
the  minimum  monitoring  requirements  which  should  apply  throughout  the  Community. 
Member States are then free to apply monitoring programmes which go beyond this minimum 
in  order to respond to  local  or regional  conditions.  This will  lead to· an efficient use  of 
monitoring resources by  allowing effort to be concentrated where it is most needed. 
The alternative, of setting monitoring rules at Community  level~ would probably mean that 
in some cases they would be needlessly strict.  · 
This would not be satisfactory. In sorne case there would be inadequate surveiliance of water 
quality while in others monitoring· requirements could pre-empt resources that might be better 
used in other directions to the benefit of consumers' health.· 
ARTICLE 8(3) 
The points of sampling are to be determined by  the competent authorities in the Member 
States.  This flexibility, which is already provid~d for in the present Directive, is retained in 
order to ensure that samples are taken at the most representative point and also to allow for 
practical and·cost-effective monitoring  . 
.The concentrations of many of the parameters i~ Aruiex I will not charige while water is in 
a distribution  system or container.  The choice of sampling. point is  not  critical  for  such 
pa:fameters.  Samples ulken ·at the outlet of a treatment works, at the consumer's tap, from the 
· distribution system, at a bottling plant or from a bottle will give results representative of the 
.  quality of water received by the conSl;lffiet or user. 
In such  cases it is neither necessary nor useful for the Directive to specify the sampling point. 
.  . 
However, there are parameters for which the. choice of  the sampling point will influence the 
. analytical  result  obtain~.  This  is  ,the  case  with. microbiological  parameters  and  with  .  . 
substances .derive9 from  materials· in contact with water.  There are also some parameters 
whose concentration may change within the distribution system as a result of slow chemical 
or microbiological reactions.  · 
·In such cases the sampling point must be chosen· so as to provide results ·representative of  the 
quality of water where it is made available to the consumer or for use in food  prOduction 
undertakings.  When  water  is  supplied  to  consumers  through  a  distribution  system  the 
appropriate ·.Sampling point will usually be a tap within domestic premises. 
The  distribution of sampling points within a given· area can only be decided in relation 'to 
local circumstances. Member States will be familiar with the quality of the raw water used 
and  its  variability,  the  treatment  processes  employed,. and  structure  and  condition  of 
.  distribution systems  .. The proposal therefore leaves the choice of appropriate sampling points 
to the Member States. 
25 ARTICLE ·8(4) 
·'  .  .  .  .  ·t  '  . 
·Article 8(4) provides the possibility  of establishing Community guidelines for monitoring .. 
Such guidelines could assist Member States to discharge their obligations under the other 
paragraphs of Article 8.  The guidelines will also help to ensure that monitoring results are 
comparable throughout the Community.  .  · 
.  .  . 
ARTICLE 8(5) an~ 8(6) 
··The proposal only specifies reference methods of analysis in -thos~ cases·where the parameter 
is 'defined by the method of apalysis used.  However, it is important to avoid laying do'wn 
rules  that would  hinder the development and  use.  of itnprov~d methods .of analysis.: It is· 
therefore proposed that the use of  other methods of  analysis should be permitted provided th~t 
it can be demonstrated that they give results equivruent to those obtained using the reference. 
method. 
With most parameted the choice of method of analysis is not. crucial to the result obtained._ 
In such ca:ses the proposed·-:-Directive would permit the use of ariy  method of analysis that 
respects the requirements for accuiacy, .preCision and limit of detection ·specified in Annex 
III.  This. will  allow ·laboratory  facilities  to be  used' efficiently  and  would  noLhinder the 
development of new methods of apalysis.  .  · 
.  .  .  .  .  . 
. The Commission intends to review at regular intervals the reference methods. of analysis 
. specified. in Annex III. ·  /  ·  ·  · 
·.•·  .:  .'  -:  .• ... :  .· 
ARTICLE 9(1) 
This  Article  contains  the  obligation  to·· investigate  imme4iately  any  failul."e  to· m.eet  the  _ 
requirements. of Annex  I  in  order to identify the  cause.· Only  when  the  cause·  has· been 
identified will it be possible to decide what further action, if.any, is needed.  ·  · 
'  .  ' 
It is important that all failures should be investigated. A transient peak value rriay haveJittle· 
significance  for  human  health,  while· a  seemingly  trivial  failure  may  be.~- .sign· of an 
unforeseen problem which~ if not rectified, could adversely affect consumers: 
ARTICLE 9(2) 
·-
Article  7(6)  of. the· current Directive  provides  that  Member  States  shall  take  the  steps 
.  necessary  to  ensure  that  water  intended  for  human  consumption  at  least  meets  the 
· requirements specified in Annex I (of that Directive). 
Similar,· but not· identical, provisions are included in Article 4(1) of the proposed· Directive. 
Article 9(2) in the proposed Directive  cover~ those cases, which are not uncommon, where.· 
a~tion taken by a Member State- has not been  sufficient to ensure that water {ntended  for 
human consumption was of  the requisite quality. Provided that the failure to comply was not. 
a result of negligence or deliberate disregard of the obligations in the proposed Article 4(1) 
there would be little value in referring the matter to the. Court of  Justice. It would be better· 
to assess compliance with the Directive on-the basis of the action taken under .Article 9(2). 
26 The new Article 10 provides a legal framework within which the-necessary remedial action 
can be taken.  ' 
ARTICLE 9(3) 
For the 'inchcatorparameters listed in AnneX:  I, :Part C, the proposed ~agraph  3 limits the 
obligation to take remedial action to only those cases where the investigation ·of a fllilure to 
meet the standards reveals a need for action In those cases where the indicator has enabled 
a potential source of contamination or a treatment failure to be identified, the remedial action 
.  required by Article  9(3)  can vary widely  and will  often not be  related to the inchcator 
parameter itself. Th€?fefore. the proposal leaves it to· Member States to take the appropriate 
. remedial action which is necessary to protect human health. 
· ARTICLE 10(1)  . 
The new Article 10 amends the provisions of  Articles 9 and 10 of  Directive 801778/EEC and 
.introduces a general derogation scheme. It ensures that there is a _clear  and transparent legal 
framework to cover the remedial works required. 
·Directive 801778/EEC provides  only very limited ·derogation possibilities,·  ~ssentially for 
geolOgical and meteorol9gical reasons and only then for those parameters which do not relate 
to toxic or microbiological factors. Derogations-are also possible in the event of  emergencies 
: but this was inter{n-eted by the_ Emopean Comt of Justice in a· narrow sense. 
Unless. one of the  c~ditions for granting a deroi?;ation was satisfied, tlie SUpply of  water .not 
respecting the  Directive's  quality standardS  amounted to a  failme to apply the  Directive · 
c6rrectly. Furthermore, anynational.legislationpermitting the SUpply of  such non-complying 
water would be of  no effect, because it too woUld.not be in accordance with Member States' 
obligations under the Directive. 
This legal inflexibility has led to an mtisfactory state of  affairs, because meaSures necessary 
for the protection of  human health cannot be taken legally. One of  the aims of this pioposal 
is to provide a legal framework within which remedial action can be taken · 
Controlled derogatiofl$  can be  considered  acceptable.  Most of the  substances may cause 
chronic effects,  and long term exposure  is the  significant consideration in relation to the 
protection of consumers' health. 
~ The parametric values for this category of  parameter are set on the basis of a safe life-long 
consumption.  It is therefore possible to exceed these  values for  a limited pefiod of time 
. without compromising the either the long term or short term protection of  consumers' health. 
Nevertheless, even in  these circumstances some conditions must be met in order to ensure that 
the objective of  the Directive is fully respected. 
27 First,  recourse to  such  derogatio~s- is .limited  to  those  cases where. the. supply  of water 
intended for human ·.consumption cannot be maintained by any other reasonable means. It is 
clearly  unacceptable  to  erode  the  safety .  m'argins  contained  in  the  parametric  values in 
Antiex I,  Part B. while means exist to' supply  water ·in. conformity· with those values.  The 
, means to ensure continued  compliance will  depend on  individual .  circumstances,  but will 
include further treatment,, the  u~e of other  so~rces .of raw water,. and  blending  wa~ers .of 
different qmilities. Derogations aie, in any case; .'subject to the rule ln.Artide.IO(I) that they' 
must not .constitute a potential danger to human  .. health.  ·  ·  ·  '· 
Finally; when m.aking a'  derogation, Meinber S~tes will  ha~e to set the length of.tfme itis . 
to apply and· the maximum permissi{?le 'vat\le for. the substance in question. When· doing. so, 
they will also·need to take account of the tWO ·conditions. noted above and to ensure that tbe 
derogat~on covers only' what is required to 'remedy the situation.·.  .  ' 
Article I 0(1) refers only to Part B of Annex I and does not apply to Part A. This is because-
.of  the immediate and serious· health risks which can result from microbiological polfution. The 
· .  proposed Directive requires the absence of  the microbiological parameters specified. in Anilex . 
I  Pcirt. A.  Petection of'any microbiological parameter calls for immediate action,  such as 
disinfection or restrictions on use. However, the requirements for these parameters are very  . 
strict,  and .even with. the best preca.utionaiy  measures there may  be occasional failures- to 
comply, this is most notably the case for drinking wat~r:derive4 from surface ~atet apd tha,t 
delivered  by .  long .  distribution  netWorks.  Nevertheless,  the  Commission  considerS  'that 
'microbiological failures must be dealt With immediately and do not requit~'a legal, framewqrk 
for remedial  action.  Indeed,  it would not be consistent with the objective of the proposed 
Directive to authorize any· failure to comply with parametric values for the. microbiologicai 
parameter~.  ·  ·.  ·  _..  ·  '  ·  ·  ·  · ·  ·  ·  · 
<  '  '  ,  ~  ;  '  • !  '.  •  ;  )  '  . •  •  '  . 
Consequently, the in{crobiological parariteters have been excluded from the derogation:schem.e 
of  the proposal.~  ·  ·  ·  ·  · 
·As' regards the indicator parameters contained. in Part q of Annex I,  their pur}Jose does not 
require any, deroga~ons  under the prop.osal. .  .  .  ' . 
·Member ·states are free to set different values· for these  par~meters for purposes other than 
monitoring.· The only legal  obligation under the proposal  is to identify the reason why an 
analytical reswtnot in conformity with the parametric value set in Part.C of  Annex I has been 
recorded, and to take appropriate action necessary to ensure the protection ot human health.' 
ARTICLE 10(2) 
This paragraph sets out in detail the conditions which must be satisfied by'each'derogatiqn'. 
These  co~ditions have been set in such a way asto.provide the maximum transparency for. 
consumers.  ·  ·  ·  · 
-28 ARTICLE 10(3) and(4) 
These  new  paragraphs  address  situations  where the competent authorities  consider  th_at  a 
failure is of minor importance for human health and can be rectified within ten days.  In such 
cases  a  simplified  procedure  is  appropriate  as  the. ptoblein  can  be  resolved  quickly  and 
without the need for a long term improvement plan as foreseen by Artide 10(2). 
Conse4uently, this facility ·js limited not  only in time but also to trivial failures. 
In order to ensure this flexibility is not used as a means to disregard the obligations under 
Article10(2)~ repeated failures to comply with a parametric value, .even if  trivial,-are excluded 
from this simplified procedure. If  a small failure occurs regularly, this indicates the possibility 
of a more fundamental problem and the need for subst:8ntive action. Respect of the general 
. conditions for a derogation is thus required. 
ARTICLE 10(5) 
': 
Respect of the parametric values given in Parts A and B of Annex I  is required without 
exception  in the  cas~ of water offered  for  sale in' bottles  or containers.  This is because 
derogations are not neeqed to ensure continuity of supply in such cases. 
'  ' 
However, where water is supplied in containers during emergencies but is not offered for sale 
the above considerations do not apply,  ~d  derogations can be granted under Article 10. 
ARTICLE 10(6) 
Paragraph 6 makes it clear that consumers must be informed immediately about the facts of 
a derogation and  the'conditio~s attached to it. 
In addition,  Member  States  must  provide  advice  to groups  of the  population  for· which 
derogation could lead to a special risk.·. 
Member States are left free to decide what information to provide to consumers in respect of 
·the trivial failures to comply covered by  Article 10(3).  · 
This flexibility  has been  introduced  in  order to ensure that consumers are not  needlessly 
alarmed by problems which will be.rectified quickly. 
ARTICLE 10(7)  . 
· The obligation in Directive S0/778/EEC to inform the Commission of derogations has been 
amended and placed in Article 10(7).  A time limit in which to send.this information to the 
Commission has been introduced to enable the Commission to fulfil its task of overseeing the . 
correct application of the new Directive.  ·  · 
For practical reasons, the obligation to inform the Commission applies only in respect of  those 
derogations which cover an output of water intended for human consumption of more than 
1 000 cubic metres per day.  Short term trivial failures to respect parametric values covered  . 
by Article 10(3) are also excluded from this obligation.  · 
29. ARTICLE 11(1) 
The scope of Article. 8 of Directive 80/778/EEC has been extended to include impurities in 
substances used in the preparation ofwater intended ~or human consumption~ Such impurities 
can lt~ad to health effectS whic.h could be avoided by using better qu~ity  treatment  chemicals~ 
The text has also been brought into line with the new framework approach. The acceptable 
concentrations  of treatment chemicals  'or  impurities  associated  with  them  are  no longer 
defined  exclusively  by  the  ·  Maxirimm  Admissible  ·  ConcentratiO:ns ·  given  . in 
Directive 80/778/EEC.  Account must now also be taken of the specifications for treatment 
chemicals which Member States might adopt in the impleme~tation of·the proposed Directive. 
.  '  -.  '  \  .  . 
The  proposal  makes 'it  dear that  the  concentrations ·of treatment chemicals :or of thei-r 
impurities in water intended for human consumption should be no liigher than is necessary 
for the -purpose. for which the treatment chemicals were used.  This· will  have the effect of 
limiting contamination from t(eatment chemicals and their impurities, and will require th~  use 
ofgood practice  in.th~ preparation ofdrinking water. .  -. 
It  ·shou~d be noted that  the general proble.m of water contamination resulting fro!ll materials 
used for piping,_and .-fittings  .. and  which .come into· contact with water intended for human 
~,  consumption  are dealt ~th  in the framework of  Directive 89/1 06/EEC - the  ConstrUction 
PrOducts Directive. This Directive and its Interpretative Documents set out,  amongst. other 
. things, requirements concerning the protection. of  consumers' health. 
This will oblige Member States to ensure that only those materials which are compatible with 
the relevant-water quality will be available in the futUre for use in contact _with water intended 
·for human consumption. This means that Member States-will have to legislate accordi~gly. 
ARTICLE 12. 
· Article I2 c~rresponds to the current. Article II  ~f  Directive 80/778/EEC: 
· The ~ew  text relates the standstill clause to those aspects which are relevant for the protection 
of human health- in order that the freedom  provided for in ·the proposal  to  determine other 
quality criteria is not unduly reduced. 
This means that Member States should take any necessary measures to ensure that the  by~ 
products of water treatment should not be disposed of in any way that would prejudice the 
quality of waters used for _the  production .of drinking water.  · · 
ARTICLE 13(1) 
Water is a product, .and the purpose of this new provision is to ensure that .the framework 
approach in the proposed Directive does  not lead to obstacles to trade in  water within the 
Community. It is' based on the principle of mutual recognition, and Member States will  not 
be able to refuse water which conforms to the  Directive~s quality standards._  · 
.30 '  ' 
This means  that water which merely complies with the parametric values in the Directive . 
cannot be refused in another Member State where stricter standards for drinking water may 
be in force.  Furthermore,  Member  States which choose  to  impose  stricter  standards  than 
required by the Directive, will not be able to insist that these stricter standards should apply 
to any water produced in another Member State. 
.  .  -
It should be noted that this will not affect the mutual recognition of authorizations under 
Directive 91/414/EEC concerning the placing of plant protection products on the market. 
ARTICLE 13(2) 
This  paragraph  places  the  existing  obligation  contained  in· Article· 4(2)"  of  Directive 
801778/EEC  into  a more logical place  and contains the necessary adaptation to the  new 
framework approach. 
Furthermore, the principle of  mutual recognition explained in detailmder Article 13(1) above 
shall apply equally to foodstuffs marrufuctured or prepared·with drinking water.. This means 
that foodstuffs produced with water which merely complies with the parametric values in the 
Directive carmot be refused in another Member State where stricter standards for drinking 
water may be in force. 
Furthermore, Member States which choose to impose stricter standards than required by the 
Directive, will not be able to insist that these stricter standards should apply to any foodstuffs 
manufactured with water produced in another Member State. 
ARTICLE 14 and ARTICLE 15 
Articles  13,  14 .and  15  of Directive  801778/EEC  established a  Committee  procedure  for 
adapting the reference methods of  analysis contained in Annex III to 8cientiP,c and te~hnical 
progress. However, the Commission feels it is desirable to extend the adaptation possibilities 
so that the technical content of.Annexes II  and III may be adapted rapidly to scientific and 
technical progress and the implementation of the  Directive facilitated 
In  1988  the  Commission  made  a  proposal<tJ)  to  simplify  the  adaptation  of Directive 
80/778/EEC t6 scienti.fie and technical progress~ but this proposal ruis not yet been adopted. 
As the Directive is health related, the Cormnission, under Article 14(1), shall review Annex 
. I in the light of scientific and technical progress and shall make proposals for amendments,  · . 
where necessary, under the procedure in Article 189c. 
In addition,  consumers should benefit as quickly as possible from  scientific and technical 
progress and also  from  the  practical  experience which has been gained in implementing 
the Directive:  Therefore, Article  14(2) allows. for the  adaptation of Annexes II  and III, 
(13)  OJ No c;·  13,  17.1.1989, p.  7,  as amendyd bJ: OJ No C 300, 29,.11.1989,  p.  13. 
31 following  the  procedure  set  out  in  Article , 15  in  accordance  with  Council  Decisi~n 
87/373/EEC of 13 July 1981
14>.  All approPriate available scientific advice, including where 
necessary the  advice  of the  relevant  Scientific  adVisory  committees,  shall  be  taken into 
account for the preparation of the proposals -to be-submitted for  decision making under the 
_  C6rrnnittee procedure. 
In· this respect, a Committee established under Procedure II V~ant  {b) of  Council Decision 
87/373/EEC provides an efficient and effective means of dealing with any adaptation to the 
relevant Armexes as_ a result of  scientific and technical.  progre~s. Tills procedure would  allow 
a crumge to be introduced m  a short period of  time if  it is in accordance_With the Cornrlrittee's 
opinion 1-jowever, it also gives Council the ._pOssibility of  taking a different decision within 
. three  months if the  changes  proposed  were  not  in accordance  with ·the ·opinion of the 
. Coi:nmittee·.  - · 
'ARTICLE 16 
'  '  I 
The  obligations  of Article  16(1)  are  new  as  compared to' Directive  80/778/EEC.  The 
cOrrnnissiOn. corisiders it to be .particularly important that 'up to date information about the 
quality of drinking water is readilyavailable to'consumers;  · 
Directive.90/313/EEC of 7  June  1990  on the  ·freedom  of access  to info!mation on  the 
environmeni<1s>  ··  provides  ·some  possibilities  for.  o}?taining  this  iriformation  However, 
Directive 90/313/EEC has a  more  general  scope,  and the Cornrtlission considered that a 
· specific reqUirement will increase-transparency and allow COI1S1m1ers.'to  obtain tJre  relevant 
· iilformation more easily.  · 
'  .  .  .  .  . 
In addition, it is ·proposed that Member  States should wblish an annual  report on their . 
drinking water _quality. These reports are considered necessary to enable Community citizens 
to· obtain adequate and timely information concerning the quality of  their driTikihg water.  In 
this respect  Member States should consider what steps they should take to ensure that all  . 
consUmers are properly informed about· the quality of~eir drlnkipg water  .. 
These reports· are also to be sent to the Commission whic;h, every three years, will. publish a 
synthesis report 6n the  quality of  drinking water throughout the Community. These reports 
will facilitat~ the comparison of  water qualitythroilghout the Conirnunity and demonstrate the 
progress 'mlide in the improvement of drinking water quality  .. -. 
.  .  . 
The existing obligations under Directive 91/69VEEC standardizing and rationalizing reports 
on the implementation of certain Directives relating to the  envii'Ollltienf
16
> would thus  be 
modified Natioruil reports ·are more targeted, detailed and available sooner that those provided 
. for··in Directive  9V692/EEC.  This  advantage  fot  consmners has  led the  Commission to 
propose this change so that a wider range of  interests are covered· 
.  (14) 
(15)  . 
(16) 
OJ  No L  197~ 18.7.1987; p.  33.  .  .  . 
OJ No L  158, 23.6.1990, p.  56: 
OJ No L 377, 31.12.1991; p.  48. 
(  . 
32 ARTICLE 17 
Article  17  amends  the  e:xisting  Article  19  of Directive  80/778/EEC.  The  amendment  is 
necessary to allow Member States a reasonable transition period to  implement new obligations 
introduced by the revised Directive.  · 
ARTICLE 18 
~cle 18  .amends  Article  20  of the  cmnmt  Directive  80/778/EEC  so  as  to  allow 
Member States the possibility of a longer period within  which to comply with· parametric 
values in Part B of Annex I. 
_However, such additional time. will only be available in exceptional circumstances 3.nd wheie 
it-_can  be  fully justified by the  Member  State.  In ·the  Commissi.oris  opinion,  the main 
apPlication of  this Article Will be m  relation to meeting the new standard propOsed for lead. 
'  ' 
Given that the most effective way of meeting this standard will be the  complete removal of 
lead from pipes and fittings, it has to be recognized that such major infrastructural changes 
cannot be implemented in certain locations ·over a short ~od  of  time: 
ARTICLE 19 
Iri:  accordance  with  the  gener3.1  rules' on legislative  consolidation,  Article  19  repeals  .· 
Directive 80/778/EEC, without prejudice to the  obligations of the  Member  States  to its 
transposition.  .  .  .  '  -
It follows that Member States remain under an obligation to transpose Directive 80/778/EEC 
properly. With a view to ensuring optimum transparency, Annex IV referred to in  Article 19, 
sets out th~  ·~tes of application of the transposition measures. 
To facilitate the correlatiort of  the riew Directive with the provisions of  the repealed Directive, 
the Article further refers to a correlation table, set out· as Armex V. 
ARTICLE 20 
Article 20 contains the standard provisions on the obligations of  Member States to transpose 
· a Directive and to comrnmricate these measmes taken to the Commission  · 
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.  .  . 
PARAMETERS &  PARAMETRIC VALUES 
I.  GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS 
The parameters and the parametric values included in Armex I have been selected with a  view 
to enSuring a high level of health protection. They reflect a quality of  water which consumers 
ca.rl drink and use  for  domestic  plirposes  for  a lifetime without the risk of adver-Se health 
effects. 
In  its'· review  the  Commission·· has  taken  as  the.  starting·  point  that  the  rev1ston  of · 
Directive 80/778/EEC  should  not  reduce  the  level  of  health  protection  affoided .  by  .. 
. that Directive. 
The WHO guideline values fo~ diinking water quality adopted in 1992 have been taken as the 
basis for many of  the parametric ·values proposed The guideline values are an up to· date 
authoritative assessment of the available toxicological evidence.· 
However,  they  have  not  been· ·transferred·  automatically., into  parametric  values.  A,s 
recommended by WHO, they have been taken as  a baSis  for setting the parametric values. 
Where there. has been reason to do, the Commission· has proposed other values or no value 
at an.  '  ' '  . .  .·  .  .  . 
.  .  . 
Fot sqme more difficult. parameters the Commission~  acted on the advice received from·. 
·its scientific AdVisory Conimittee of chelnical compounds (CSTE).  · 
~  •  1  . 
No change has been proposed wher~ the values contained in Directive 80/778/EEC have, in 
practice~  provided  adequate  health  protection. and no new  scientific  evidenee  has  been 
produced which could jUstify a modification. In doubtful cases the Commission considers that 
further· investigation and stUdies  will have to be made before  changes are incorporated' in 
Community legislation intenqed to provide a high level of health protection. 
Most of  the· parametric values contaiJ;I a con8idenible precautionary safety factor. It  follows, 
that a failure to comply with a Parai1letric value will not necessarily present •  an immediate . 
threat to health. The principal exceptions are the mihobiological parameters. The parametric 
values propoSed are zero, arid any i>o~tive result  indicates the possible presence of  pathogenic · 
microorganisms, and calls for an immediate rewonse. 
Carcinogenic parameters present a special case. For genotoxic carcinogens there is not usually 
athreshold concentration below which there is no risk to health The starting point for the 
derivation ofthe parametric values proposed for individual carcinogens is that_.there should 
be no more than one excess cancer in a popUlation of  one million resulting from  a lifetirlle 
expo5ure. This is stricter 1:hai-t the criterion of  one excess cancer in 100  000 used by WHO · 
in setting its guidelines for drinking water quality. The extra safety J11argin is justified by the 
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·obligations contained in Article 130r(2) of the Treaty and, in particular, the needs to aim at 
a high level of  protection and to take account of the precautionary principle. The· CSTE has 
also recommended the criterion of  one excess cancer in a population of  one million resulting 
frOt:n  a lifetime exposure as being more appropriate in Emope.  · 
However~ the Commission considers it important tha:t the standards proposed for individual 
parameters can be respected in practice  .. This means that it is necessary to take account of  the· 
availability of methods 9f treatment and of methods of analysis.  It is also necessarY- to 
·consider the balan.Ce of  risk to the health of  consrimers resulting from COns"Qillption of  water 
not meeting the highest quality standards and from not supplying water. It  is far better in  mast 
cases, from  the point of view of protecting the health of consumers, to continue to supply 
water of  good quality even although this quality might riot be as high as might ideally have 
been wished There are therefore cases where the parametric value proposed is not as strict 
. as that corresponding to the one in a million criterioll ·  · 
.  .  ..  . 
Disinfection by-products call far special comment. It  would be possible to produce drinking 
water which respected Par-ametric values set on the one in  a million criterion, but disinfection 
would become very difficult in practice. The immediate and direct threat to health, and even 
to  life,  presented  by .  path~enic  microorganisms  in  water  makes  it  urtthinlcable  that 
disinfection should be given up. The parametric values proposed for disinfection by-products 
are therefore not so strict that disinfection is compromised.  ·  · 
.  .  r  . 
ll. .  PARAMETERS CONTAINED IN PART A OF ANNEX I 
This Part cont:ains a list of parameters which are not pathogenic in themselves·  but. which 
indicate the  possible presence of  pathogenic microorganisms. The parameters included and 
their values correspond to those of  Directive 801778/EEC. The parameter faecal coliforms is 
replaced by Escheriscbia coli. This change amowrts to defining the  parameter more precisely 
in line with scientific. progress.  ·  · 
For water offered for sale in  bottles or containers, a new parameter "Pseudomonas aeruginosa
11 
has been added. This is to ensure that drinking water, which can remain for some time in its 
bottle or container, remains of  irreproachable quality. For similar reasons the microbiological 
parametric values are based on a 250 ml sample and not a 100 m1 sample, which is the usual 
value.  They are  thus  somewhat  stricter  than those  for  most water intended for  human 
consumption. This reflects COJ1.SUiners'  high _expectations for bottled·water. 
There is no tolerabl~ limit which could be considered as  safe for microbiological pollution. 
Therefore the parametric value for the indicator organisms is zero in a specified volume of 
water. 
In  order  to  enhance  the · protection  against . disease  attributable_ to ·biological  causes 
Article 4(1)b of  the proposed Directive requires Member States to ensme that water intended 
foi human consumption does not contain pathogenic microorganisms or parasites in numbers 
suffiCient to constitute a potential danger to human health. This carries forward the obligation 
contained in Part E of  Armex I of Directive 80/778/EEC. This is in line with the objective of 
the proposed Directive. 
35 .lll. .  p~·ETERS  CONTAINED IN· PART B OF ANNEX I 
Thispart contains parametric values for sUbstances which could adversely affect human health 
if iJresent  ;n  suffici~nt . concentration .in  water  intended.· for  human  consumption  The 
parameters chosen are those which are· cm1sidered to be those most likely to be ericmmtered 
in the Community or those which ·might present a particularly serious threat to health. With 
most parameters the -health effect are c11ronic rather than acute.  . 
1.  Parameters retained-without change. · 
The following. ~e~ers  are retained wit.Q.out change to their parametric values. These values  . 
have proved their J)racticru value· in protecting human. health, and there is no new evidence 
. which would require a: change. . .  .  .  '  .  .  '" 
·Cadmium 
chromium. 
/.  -1.  . 
Cyanide 
Mercury 
Nitrate 
·Nitrite-
Selenium 
. Nitrite is directly toxic, c.ausing methaemoglobinaemia. Nitrate. is lridirectly toxic because it , 
.. can.be reduced to nitrite in the body. The parameters are linked, and so too are the parametric 
values.;  < > .  .  : ·  :,  ·  .  :  ,.  ·  o:,  ,  ..  .  1 
:··.  t  • •.  .  . .·· 
Undertnost circumstances the presence of  mtrite in water is an indication of  poor quality, 'and 
the curr~smrogate  zero ofO.l mgllremainsappropriate. However, when chloramina1;ionis· 
practised mtrite can' be formed as  a by-product.  It is therefore proposed that ·mder these  . 
circuritstances the parametric value  for  nitrite_ should be  0.~ mg/1  and that the  condition · 
[nitrate]/50 + [nitrite]/3 ~  1 should be satisfied; the square brackets signify concentration in. 
mgll. This will allow the. practice .  of chloramination to be  continued while maintaining an 
adequate level of protection. for consumers..  . 
J  .  .  .  .  . 
Concerning  pesticides,  the  Commission has  asked its Scientific  ~dvisory Cormnittee  to 
Examine the. Toxicity and ·Ecotoxicity of Chemical  Compounds  (CSTE)  for  its, opinion 
· ~hether the >scientific  kllowledge  available  today.  pr9vides  the  necessary ··security . and 
reliability to. determine~ on the basis of a precautioncuy approaCh, ,individual limit values 
which guarantee safe drinking  ~ater  on a life-long baSi() for the ·population, including sensitive 
population· gn~:ups where  relevant  and  what the  correct  values  for  individual  substances 
coUld be ...  · ..  '.-.  .  .  '  .  .  . 
Jne opiiuon of  the Cominittee is as  follows:  .. 
,·  ·' 
"The Committee is of  ~e  opinion that the·. present limit values ,  of 0.1 .  Jlgfi_  of c~polDld  or 
0.5 Jlg/l in totaF·adequately protect human health, generally providing a sufficjent margin of 
~fety. ·  ·  .  ·  ·  ·  · 
. 
:  . J•:.  t;_1-·  ..  ' 
....  +  _l  '-: ·".:~~  ... 
.  \ 
,·,  '•, 
!.  -~  : ; 
'.: 
'.·  .. 
!',!'' 
-36 A revised setting of limit values which would be toxicologically acceptable for a life-time 
consumption will only be possible after complete studies and on the basis of a case by ca:se 
evaluation, by referring to the full dossier of any substance being submitted to the Committee 
and, bearing iri mind the inadequacies in data bases and lDlcertairities in the. assessment of 
· variables.  · 
Referring to the parameters and data used in the WHO-guideline values for the control of 
drinking water, the Committee finds that they may not provide. a sufiicient margin of  safety 
for the European Union. The values define upper concentration limits when each substance 
was studied in isolation and the Committee wishes to stress that information on the toxicity 
of mixtures of individual pesticides is almost entirely lacking.  For these reasons too,  the 
Committee drew attention to·the precautionary principle which shouJ.d.be considered when 
dealing with the WHO-guideline and their possible transfer to a European Union directive. 
Priorities for pesticides_ possibly to be  studied could be set-up on the baSis of results from 
monitoring prograrrunes. 
Alternative ecotoxicologically based values should also be considered, such a8  those of the 
list of  pesticides whose water quality objectives are ·equal to ot below 0.1  J.Lgll taking into 
account also the possibilities· of. waste water treatment." 
.  .. 
In the light of this· opinion the  Commission considers that it is premature to propose any 
c~e  to the present value of  0.1  Jl.g/1  for  each pesticide in water intended for  hm:nan 
COJ!.SUIIlPtion .. 
In 1~  with the abovementioned advice, further investigation will be undertaken in the near 
:future for the pesticides 'found most frequently in water intended for human conslli11ption in 
the Comrmmity.in order to enable the Commission to consider this parameter :further, In  doing 
thiS  the  Commission .  will take into account whate\rer  scientific inforrilation .that becomes 
av3ilable as a result of the  implementation of Dii-ective  91/414/EEC, the placing of plant 
protection products on the market. It  will be neceSSai)' to take. account of  all health relevant 
.  factors in assessing which concentrations of  individual pesticides could be  tolerat~d in  water 
intended for  human consmnption .  as  safe  on a  life~  long basis.  The  scientipc  knowledge 
· available at present concerning metabolites, degradation products and synergistic effects is 
rather limited and in ·some cases there is no evidence. 
The. COri:unission therefore feels obliged to take a careful and precautionary approach by not 
proposing at this stage any amendnient to the parametric value for individual pesticides: 
.  .  , 
However, as proposed in Note 5 to Part B of  Annex I, individual values can be  considered 
for a given substance, after examination of  the available technical and ~ientific infori:nation, 
where this is :fully justified from the hmnan health perspective ~d  at the same time necessary. 
The Comrirission has not proposed a value for  the. total concentration of all  ~sticides. It 
considers  that interactions  and  cumulative  effects  must  be  taken into  account in fixing 
.  parametric values for 'individual substances. This caimot be  done in an arbitrary way for  a . 
whole family of substances; 
37 Efficient and cost-effective protection of  health requires that effort be concentrated on those 
matters which are relevant for a given  water supply. Monitoring the pesticide content of  water 
intende<i for human consumption should therefore concentrate on those substances which are 
likely to be present beca~  of their use in the relevant catchment area. 
2.1  ParameterS,  for which the parametric values have been amended _or  binding 
values fixed for the first time  · 
.Ant:hriony is a toxic ht!avy metal. High doses c~  be faW,  and lower doses lead to changes 
in blood chemistry. The -balance of the available toxicological. evidence is that the ·current 
MAC value of 10 J..lg/1 is too high. Although.the evidence needed to derive a new: parametric 
value is not cendusive, the proposed value of 3 Jig/1 reflects both 1:l:le precautionaiy principle 
and the·  nee~ to set a st:andaid that can demonstrably be cornpli~d with. 
The limited data· availc~.blf~ to the .  Cornrnissi9i1 indicate that 90ncentrations of  antimony in 
watei intended for  h'urnan  consumption are  usually within the range less than  1  J..lg/1  to 
12  J.lg/1, and this suggests that any problems in complying--With the proposed parametric value·· 
will be confined to a  few areas. However, it should be noted that the use  of antimony-tin 
solders to replace lead-tin solders could be a significant source of antiinony m  water m. the 
·future.  ·  ·  · 
Arseiri.c is knoWn to be a carcinogen, causirig· cancers of  the skin. The available toxicological' 
.  eviden:ce is not  .conclu5ive but it has been calculated that the lifetime risk of contract:iti skin · 
·.cancer as5ociated with a concentration of  ~serric in drinking water of 1  0 J..lg/1 is 6 in 1  o  000. 
Sueh cancers· are· not uSually fatal, and the lifetime risk Qf death is much lower, but probably 
not as low as _one  in a million· The. parametric. value proposed is based On.  the available 
evidenCe and reflects' both the precautionary principle and the need to, set  a" standard that can 
demOOstrably- be complied with., However,  it is clear tnat the value should be .kept under 
·  review,and; if  necessary, modified in the light of further toxicological eviderice; 
Theavailable Scientific evidence relating to the toxicity o( cqpper to the li,jer indicates that 
a 'parametric value of~- ing!l is appropriate for the protection of humim healtlL This is near 
r  ·  to or below the·  thr~shold for taste,  and so it is necessary to include copper in the list· of 
cherriical. parameters. However, it  is understood that-the evidence· relating to the toxicity of 
copper  will  be ·subject  to further  review,  and  this  may lead to .a need to modify .the 
. classification and .parametric· value.  Accordingly the Commission may invite· its Scientific 
·COmmittee _on the Toxicity and Ecotoxicity of  cherirical compounds to examine this evidence  . 
. CoJ)per  is widely useq  in domestic plumbing systems, arid the  proposed Directive is ·not 
intended_ to restrict this use.  However, it is clear, as with all plrimbing materials, that there 
· must be a coherence between water quality and the choice of  materials used t~ transport that 
vvater.  ' 
/~ 
Hence 'with good quality copper and the· proper ·control  of the  water, treatment .process, 
meetiilg the parametric vaiue of2 mg/1 should not pose any difficulties.  Therefore, 1;he use of . 
copper materials in water distribution systems is not, in itself: harmful to human health. 
For fluoride  the p3rarrietric  value proposed is 1.5- mg/1  independent of temperature.  With 
· fluoride the positive and negative effects on health are only separated by a small margin and 
the value proposed is c~nsidered to represent the· optimum balance.  ·  · 
~38 l&ad is a· cumulative poison, and the parametric value proposed is 10 Jlg/1.  This is consistent 
with the advice given by the CSTE, that the present MAC value of 50 Jlg/1 should ultimately 
be reduced to the 10 Jlg/llevel recommended by the WHO. However, respect of  a parametric 
value  of 10  Jlg/1  can only be  guaranteed by .  the  removal  of a11  lead from  supply and 
distribution systems.  · 
It is  therefore  proposed  for  this  paiJUlleter  only  that  15  years  should  be  allowed  for 
compliance. 
In addition and as an interim measure, the parametric value for lead will be 25 Jlg/1 from five 
years after notification of the Directive  .. This value can be respected in those area5 where it 
· is necessary by treating water so as to reduce its plumbosolvency  .. ·~ 
This intermediate step will ~ontribute to a reduction in the' total intake of  lead It is clear that 
the iirtak:e of lead from water _should l;>e reduced as quickly as possible and, to this end, the 
proposed  Directive  calls  upon · Member  States  to ,give  priority  to  areas .  where  lead 
·concentration is high. 
The proposed reduction in the value for nickel from 50 Jlg/1 to 20 Jlg/1 is based on limited 
evidence  on· ·changes of the ratios, of organ to body weights.  It will also  provide extra 
protection.  to those sensitized persons in whom nickel can provoke eczema  . 
.  the Commission expects few. problems in meeting the new parametric value, but there will 
be need for vigilance with use of nickel in taps and fittings. 
The presence  of polycyclic  arOmatic  hydrocarbons (P  AH)  in water intended for  human 
cOnsUmption is objectionable.  Some individual compounds are carcinogenic, and there is a  · 
lack of  informati·on concerning many of  the compounds. It  is therefore proposed to retain the 
current composite parameter and  the associated precautionary parametric value. This approach 
will serve to minimize the coi_lCetltratioris of P  AH compounds in water.  · 
However,  one  of the  six  PAH  compo1mds  (benzo(a)pyrene)  is  known  tp  be  highly· 
carcinogenic. It is therefOr-e proposed that it should contribute no more tharl 0.01 Jlg/1 to the 
parametric value of 0.2 Jlg/1.  This is in line with advice from the CSTE. 
. It  may be noted that the principal somce of  P  AH compo1mds in  treated water is coal-tar used 
to line supply pipes. This use is decreasing. 
3.  Parameters Which are proposed to be added to the Directive 
Aczylamide is included as a ch~cal  parameter becarise it is carcinogenic. The concentration 
corresponding to an excess cancer risk of 1  o-
6 
,  that is to say, to a risk of  one excess cancer 
, in a population of  one million, is 0.05 Jlg/1. The parametric value proposed, 0.25 Jlg/1, is the 
lowest t:b.at can be· acJ;Ueved in practice. This concentration is below the limit of  ~etection of-
convenient methods of analysis. It will therefore be necessary to regulate the  concentration 
of  11crylarnide in water by specifYing the maximum concentration of  monomer permissible in 
·  polyacrylamide and the.  amount of the polymer that may be used as a flocculant. 
39 I  . 
/  .. 
·, 
. .  Benmne is know11'to be carcjnogeriic,  ~uui  beca~e itmay  finciits way _into water -jlltended, 
for human consumption it is n~cessary to propose a pararrietric  valu~. '  '  ·  ' 
.  .  .  '  '  .  .·  .  ·. 
~The value proposed '(1  J.tg/l)  corresponds to an exceSs cancer nsk of  1.0_
6
• 
'Br~ate is included as  a" cherrncat  parameter because it. is -carcinogeruc.  Bromate is not .. 
expected to be present ill raw -wat~r  :but may be  formed~· during treatmen,t by oxidation of  ' 
bromide present iri raw water. Bromate also -occurs in some treatmerif chemicals. . 
,  •  •  •  •  •  I  ·,  , 
.·  . 
·.  However~ bfomate_is _formed during disinfe9tion with-chlorine; and itis'  iinj)ortant-to ·avoid  · · 
.  setting 'a parametric valJ,le that  would compromise the_ u5e··of chloime as' a  disinfectant. .  .  . 
. · The -lowest· parametric value  consistent  with reliable  disiiuection. ~th chlorine  is abOut 
· 10  J.lg/1,  and this is the value proposed.· This can  'be measUred with conventionaJ·technigues · 
.o~ aruilys1s.,  _  , · 
.  Brmnodichloromethane.  and chloroforin are included aS chemical pcu:ameters becaUse they are . 
· ·carcinogenic and_are f91md in water int~nded  fcir hUI]]an· con5uinption. -They arise prfficipaliy 
:as disinfection: by-products.  - · ··  ·  -
.  '  ,·  - .  .  .. 
'.  .  ,  'I  .  - .  .  .·  ~  .  - '  ,  .  .  _,.  ~  .  .  .  ~  .  . .  ,  ~· 
'The concentrations corresponding to an excess lifetime risk of cancer of 1  0"
6 are 6 Jlg(l. ~d  ' ·:-
· 20. J.lg/Lrespectively: ·  ·  ·  · 
:··However~ in practice it can be difficult to a~bieve:these lev~ls,-.and concentratio~  :of 15 and·· 
.· 40 J.lg/l.respectively aie proposed as the parametric values.~. It is also  ·propOsed, in  the interests- . · 
of  opera#ng :converneuce, that alt~tive  'parametric val  lies of  25 and 30 ,lgll emu~  be used 
This would leave the  standard of protection 0f human health almost unchanged while not 
'cotnproPrising the  efficiency ofdlsinfectiori with chloruie.  - '  '  . .  - . 
.  ·.  .  .  . .  '  .  .  .  - .· 
·,.\ 
•  The c6ffipounds are  ·formed _during' the disinfection 9f  ~ater and also  •  by r~action with  re~idual• 
disinfectant in the  distribution system.  ·  · ·  · 
n· is posSible to:prc)pose pmetric.vatues which apply when water)eaves ~.treatment  w~kl? . 
but it. is not possible to judge the. eJ<:tent to wJ:llch their c·oncenfrations will inerease during 
distribution  Therefore,_ as an· interim rrieasuie it is proposed that the parametric values will 
apply af  the exit to treatment works.  : - •  ·  _  · · · 
- '.·  .  .  '  .  .  . '  .. 
Th~  ~mmi5sion  will ·sttidy the. eXtent to whlch the ~6mpolm.ds  ~e  formed during distrib~tiOn 
and'the possible methodS to redrice their production; 'It 'is: ~Xpected that wit!rin 1:bfee years 
·.  a draft of the measmes to be_~en  in/respect of these -compounds -~ill be presented to  th~ 
· ·  Comrirission iri accordance ~th_Article 14(1) of the proposal. •  _, 
·.{'  ' 
These 'measures'  will take account ~f  the need to protect. human health, arid ofthe feasibilitY 
arid cost of  their: implementation.''c ·  .- ' 
Pl'~sent  indications· are thatthe  p~ametric  val~es  a~licabl~ at the eXit oftreatffient works Will·, .  ·  .  ··. 
need to be. reviewed:.  '  . - - .. 
·,  . 
.  ·  .,.  .. 
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.\~  . *Tetrachlorethene an,d  *trichlorethene have been inciuded on the advice of the CSTE. They 
are examples of solvents which can be found in raw water. and treated water. The paqunetric 
values. proposed are the corresponding ~0  guideline values.  ' 
.  .  . 
*  1.2-dichlorethane is carcinogenic,  and can be. found. in  raw water. The. parametric value 
proposed (3  f.lg/l) oorresponds to· an excess cancer risk or'lO.o.  · 
*Epichlorhydrin  is  included  as  a  toxic  para.lneter  because  of its  carcinogenicity. :The 
parametric value proposed (O.S  f.lgll)  is in line with advice from  the CSTE.  That value is 
below  the  limit  of detection  of convenient methods  of analysis~ In· practice,  control  of 
epichlorhydrin concentration could be achieved by specifying. a maximuin ·concentration in . 
the polymer used as a flocculant or to line pipes.  . .  .  ' 
*Vinyl chloride is ipcluded as a toxic par3rneter because it i~ ~cinogenic. The parametric 
value proposed (0.5  ~gil) is in line.with)dvice from the  CSTE~ ·· 
'·.  ·'  '  .  .  .. 
.  The available toxicologicat evidence indicates that long-term exposure to boron can lead· to 
testicular atrophy. There is-therefore heed for a parametric value to replace the Guide Level 
value in  the current Directive.  Boron  in  raw  water is  usually  attributable to the  use  of 
·perborates in domestic laundry -products, but there are some-areas--where its presence ~s due 
to natural sources.  . 
Conventional  treatinent  does :not remove  boron from  water,  and  where  bQron is present 
naturally in raw water there may be need to invoke the provi·sions of Article 10(1) in order 
to maintain the supply of  water intended for human .consumption:  · 
The Co~ssion  is aware that recent evidence h~  become available relating to· the toxicology 
· of boron  and it expects to invite its  Scientific Advisory  Committee. on  th~ Toxicity  and 
Ecotoxicity  of' Chemical  Compounds .  to examine ibis ·evidence.  'It ·may  subsequently  be 
necessary  to  present  a  draft  of the  measures  to  be  taken  in  respect  of .  boron  to  the 
Corrimissi'on in accordance with Article 14(1) of ihe·proposal.  · 
IV.  INDICATOR P~TERS 
Colour. turbidity. odour and taste have been included as indicator parameters. 
The factors. ~hich give rise to water which is aesthetically unsatisfactory may be harmful and 
can indicate a range of pollution seurces and other health relevant problems.  .  · 
The parameters are  also retained because of their value in· providing a simple and readily . 
measured indication of changes in.water quality.· 
.  · The parametric values are riot given in quantitative terms  .. There is no· value in seeking to · 
ham_10nize aesthetic properties at Community level. 
Aluminium is retained as an indicator p~ameter, and the parametric value is unchanged~ Most· 
of the aluminium in drinking water arises from treatment.  · 
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· An  el~vated concentration of ahuniiiium in drinking 'Yater- indicates ·the -Possibility  th~t the  . 
·.  treatment works-is_-not operating correctly and-that removal of pathogenic organisms rplg~t . 
·· . riot be complete.  , ·  ·  '  ·  ·  . .  ·  · 
Ammonium is, retained for its indic;:ator function,  and the parametric· value. is_lDlchanged.  ·  ,,  . 
'  The  presenc~ of. 'more ~-a  sin~r  concentration of  a1nmoniunl in treated· wat~  can be an .. 
.  _indication'both of  contaminated raw water 3.nd ofinadecru:ate disinfection  '. 
~ •  _.  ,  '  ::  "  I  .  . 
cOnductiVity J.'S retained for its  -indicator runctiotl for the· total concentration 9f  dissolved saits : 
. and the parametric ·value unchanged  ..  ·  · 
.  .  .  ·.·  . 
It. can b~  meas~ed  readily and quantitatively, and: any lDllJSual change calls for explanation 
.'  .  ·-.- :  .. .  . .. ·  :.  ;·  .  ,.  ...  '  .  ·-·.  .  .  .  ~  ·-·-- .. ·.  .  ..  .  ·_.  ·, .  .  .  .  ·_..  .  '  ..  ·'.  .  ·_ ...  ·  . .  . 
·.  The  ap~ce_  ofms~d  oxfgen is' ~uany  a  si~ of poor water"-quality' anq suggests thaf 
· .  ::  pollutior1 baS occurred.  . ,  ·  · . ·  · ·  ·  · 
.  .  .  ~  .  .  .. 
It is therefore propOsed. to include dlssolved'oxygen as  an indicator patarneter artdto· s~t a  . 
~:ninirrnim .parametric  .. value o:(5Q%' saturation.  :  ·.  .  . .  -
.  . .  ·.  .  .  . .  '·  .  .  .  .  ~ ~ . 
I  ·,  -~· 
. . .  ~ Hyfuogcidon concentr~tion (pH) is retained as an. indicator. parameter,. and II1axnnUm and.·  .. ·  ... 
·  ·  Illinimuni parametric values ·are propqsed.:  .-·  ·  ·  ·  ·  ·  · 
.. '  ~  . .  .  .  ,  ...  "  . 
·. l:f pH is too low the water' can be aggressive, and may dissolve toxi<; ~avy  mt;:tals from pipes· ·  ~-
.and fittings. Too high a pH can: cOmp:Omise disinfection.  '·  ·  ·  ·  ·  · 
·,  ·., 
'file p~~ter  is  liseful be_cause it cart be  .. measur_ed quickly and easily, ~dme~erttents  can . 
·be  riia~~ atthe poirit  ofs~lirig. ·  ·  ·  ·  ·  ·.  ..  .-,  · 
.  \ 
~  Iron is ret:alried as an in<Jicator pai~eter, and the parcunetric value i~ Wlchanged Hs jn"esence 
.  il:l. water_ intended for human coristirription can  b~ ~  ihdication of  shortcommgs in treatment  ,, 
· : and so of  a potential danger to huinan heatth~ This is. parti(mlarly ilnpoitant where·irdfi is y5ed 
- ·as a tloccwant.  ·  .  ·  ·'  . .  ·  ·'. · · ·.  - ··  -·  .  ·  ·..  ·..  .  ·'  ·  ..  - - ).  ~ .. · · · 
Howev~,  th~-~ are  ~ases,in~which iron is ~turally present in raw water ~-where  there is 
•no health-related r~ason to remove it..  . .·.  .  . ·.'  .  .  .  '<  •  .  •  .-·  . 
Manganese is retained as  ..  an. indicator f>arat]leter, _arid the 'parametric value is.unchang.ed Its 
'. ·presence .in 'Yater intended for humail con5umptioit .can be an indication of  shortcomings' in 
..  :.  treatrneniand·so·ofa potential
1danger to huinan liea1th._However,'there are-cases in which . 
. manganese is naturally present in'raw·water.and'where there is ~0 health.:related'reason to 
remove it. 
The _parameter oxidi2:abilitY is· retained· and the parametric value is noi changed~ · 
'  .  . .  .  .  '  ...........  '  :  - .·  .  .  .- .  . .  ~  :  •.'.  .  . .  . . .  .  ~  ··:  . 
The parameter is an indicator of  pdssible contamination arising from sewage or farm wa5tes, 
and it  is a ~measure of the 'potential for _the  formation of organottalogen compounds during 
disinfection~  .  · 
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i Sulphate is included because of its value in indicating changes in water and because respect 
of the  parametric  v~lue proposed  will  automatically  ensure  that  r_nagnesium  sulphate,  a 
laxative is not present in excessive concentrations.  · 
Total bacteria counts do  ~ot provide specific information on the· m!crobiological· qi.ultity  of . 
water, but changes in count are useful  indications of possible contamination which require. 
further  investigation~ 
The parameter total coli  forms is retained. It is a less  specific indicator than E. coli for faecal 
pollution of mammalian origin.  However,  it· gives an indication of other microbiological· 
. contamination of water intended for human consumption, and so complements information 
provided by other parameters. 
.  .  .  .  .  .  . 
The parameter total  organic carbon refers to the'  totality of or~anic compOUJ?.dS  present in. 
water, expressed in 'teffils of the equivalent concentration,of carbon. 
The presence of organic compounds in drinking water is undesirable, particularly as many of 
them are poorly characterized and their significance  .for human health is not known. They can· 
also serve as a substrate upon which microorganisms can grow in distribution systems, they 
can be the precursors of  organoh~ogen compounds formed during disinfection. 
The parametric value proposed .is 4 mgll, but this i.s  suppleme~ted  by a requirement that there . 
should be no abnomial change.  ··  "  . , 
The deletion of  the residual chlorine parameter calls for special comment. The parameter has 
been replaced by a more general obligation, contained in Article 8(1 ), to verify. the efficiency 
ofthe disinfection treatment applied. Thus, all forms of disinfection are included within the 
scope of the proposed Directive,_ not just disinfection based on the use of chlorine or its 
compounds.  .. 
V.,  PARAMETERS CONTAINED IN-~EX  I OF DIRECTIVE 80/778/EEC BUT.· 
NOT INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSAL 
The following  31  parameters in  Annex I  of the current Directive have not been carried 
forward into the proposed n·ew Annex I:  -
TemperatUre  (B5),  chlorides  (B8),  silica  (BlO),  calcium  (Bll),  magnesium  (Bi~), 
. sodium (B 13), ·potassium  (B 14),  total  hardness  (B 16),  dry  residues  (B17);  free  carbon 
dioxide (B19),  Kjeldahl  .nitrogen  (excluding  N ·in  N02.  and  N03)  (C23),  hydrogen 
, sulphide (C26),  substances  extractable  in  chloroform  (C27),  dissolved  or  emulsified 
·hydrocarbons (after extraction by petroleum ether); mineral oils (C28), phenols (phenol index) 
(C29), _surfactants (reacting with methylene blue) (C31), other organochlorine compounds not 
covered by parameter 55 (C32), zinc (C36)~ phosphorus (C37), cobalt (C39), suspended solids. 
(C40), residual chlorine (C4l), barium (C42), silver {C43), beryllium (D45), vanadium (D54),  : 
faecal coliforms (E58), total hardness for softened water (Fl), hydrogen ion concentration for 
softened wa:ter {F2),  alkalinitY  for softened water (F3), ·and dissolved oxygen for softened 
-water (F4).  ·  · 
43 ·_Some of  the parameters omitted· ·~e not directly· relevant-to the-~protecti~n of human heatth 
Of ate not .of Cqmmunity  ~wide importance. :Others have  ~-been ·replaced. by more appropriate 
parameters and the remainder are covered by .the indieator patarileters included in the Annex  .. 
.  .  - _'.  .  .  . .  .  .  '·  .. 
. ;-' 
't· 
..  · 
',,. 
. ·:-. 
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.  .J.• ANNEXll 
·MONITORING 
Purpose of monitoring 
The central purpose of the Directive is to ensure that water intended for human constimption 
is safe and pleasant to drink. 
The function ofthe Directive is to lay  down the quality standards to be achieved in ~ater  .. 
intended for· human. consumption.· These standards,  in the form of  parametric values, will 
define the criteria for the design and operation of  ·treatment plant and distribution systems, 
and provide guidar:tce on ·the possible need to protect raw water resources.  · 
· It follows  that. a  fuii.damental  reas'on  for  monitoring  ca.nled  out · in  connection .  with ·the 
Directive  is ·to  assess 'whether  the  measures  taken  to  ensure  respect  of the  Directive'~ 
. parametric yalues are operating correctly, as judged bythe quality of  drinking water supplied.· 
The  systematic  monitoring .of di:inking  .. water  quality  must  be  an  integt=al  part  of the 
. implementation of  the DireCtive; it is not an end in itself.  · 
. · It  is  obViou~ly notfea5ible to mom tor drinking water quality conti~~ously for every.parameter 
at every point of supply, an:d a praCtical monitoring scheme should_be designed so as tO make  . 
the beSt use of  limited resources.  .  . 
The ~taiting point is to; note that a well-designed treatment works putting water into :Supply 
. through  an  establish~d distribution  network  will'  deliver  water  of ·pr¢ictable quality  to 
individual ·users.  I:p  such cases the purpose of monitoring is not to discOver the· quality of. 
water supplied. This should, be known, and monitoring will serve to indicate whether or not 
water quality  i~ as expected. Any departure from the expected quality, whether improvement 
or deterioration, will be :the signal to investigate and to take any necessary remedial action. 
This leads to the conclusion that the unjt for monitoring should be  'the individual supply zone. 
· .. .-.  Anflex IT therefore contains a definition of "supply zone" wqich reflects the faCt that a supply 
zone is a geographically defined area within which water is supplied from  one or a  small 
number- of sources and within which water may be expected to ~e of uniform quality,  The 
. meastirement of  water quality at a point within a supply zones \\~ill give some indication about 
water quality elsewhere within ~e  zone, and so will contribute' to efficiency in monitoring. 
1-- . 
J  .  . 
Two levels  of monitoring,  check  monitoring  and  audit  monitoring,  are -specified  in  ~e 
proposed revised Oirective. 
The purpose of check monitoring is to provide the information necessary to de_cide,_ on the 
basis of some simple tests, whether or not a water supply appears to be in conformity with 
the 'Directive•s· parametric values.  · 
This is the first line of defence. 
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·  .... 
:  -", 
· The  par~eteri  to be~me~sur~d In check ~oni~ring:ate simple  irtdicat~rs ofwater 'quality. 
.  With  the  exception: of the  test  for:.E:.coli,  the  analyses ·can  either be carried out  senii- · 
_-quan~tati\rely 'on s!te or by siinple hlbonttory· procedures .. ' 
· If  the results. ¥e.  as expected and _thereis no  oth~rreas6n to expect that wate~ quality migbt . 
· be unsatisfactory then itcould·b'e c6ncfuded that no further- aCtion was .needed. ·However; any 
.  -~nusual or,u~satisfad6ry result calls for explanation and,  ~rther  actio~. .  ..  .  ' 
•  •  l.j  '.  -.  . 
.The p_recise -riattire  ofthisfurther.action caniwt bespecifled.iri the Articles of.the revised 
Directive:  the  action .  needed·. will ·depend. upon  ..  ~ndivlduar.  drcum~tances.  ·,How~yer, the 
-proposal for a revised Atmex II· is based. oii the expectation that the· first actioQ woUld be an-·  :. . 
. investigation io establish the cause of  the  ~satisfactory  .result '  ·  . , 
.  -- :  .  ~  -
··  The purpose· of.audit nionitori~g·is to.prmride .the information necessary-tqdecide whether 
all  the Directive's parametric· values are being respected.· This is  don~ as  a secand line of . 
. defence in th~ protection of human health.  Where the  resul~s· of audit· monitoring show.,a  . 
.  · fwlure to comply with·one ·or more ·ofthe-Directive•s-parametric values-the rules  .. eontained 
·.  in Article 9 ofthe_  propo~edbirective would apply.:  .  . .  .  .  ·.  .  · 
The ·restilts  .. of ch~k  or audit monitoring might reveal the need ~or furthet  .. monitoring.  S.uch~ 
' ... ' investigative monitoring· will  depend.· upon' the particular circum_  stances, 'arid  .. should not· be 
.  . specified in detail in.  a Directive, although ihe. rteed for such monitoring foil ows Article 9 of 
· the propo~ed.Directive: 
Mortitoririg is potentially expensive~ both financially and in teilns of  resources  .. It  is therefore 
partiqrilarly important to en&\ire tha:t fuli value. is obtained from th~  anat yses which are  ~made,  .. 
.  and. that effort. is riot  \VaSted  in carrying out tests  .. which contribute little or nothing to a. 
knowledge of  water quality. :·  . .  .·  .  '  , ·.  '  •  .  .·  • . ..  .-- .  . •..•... ·..  .  . 
This suggeStS that a practical  rit~nitorlng programme ~ust  tafce·:a<;count rif$n~e factors: 
*.  the freqti~ncy ~f.nioriitoring of  the supply zone in question, and therefore of  .the risk 
·to human. health ·due to apy deficiency iq <!h~ quality of  the water supplied;·  · 
*·  .. ·the' likelihood· th~t  -~~  parti~ul,ar,arametei is presen~ at  a signif'\cant.concentrati_on; 
and·  ··  ·  .  .  .. 
rtte choice of sampiing point in r:elation .to changes in· water qu~ity which -~ig!It be 
grought about· by the distribution· system. ·  .  -~  · 
-·.  .  .  '  '  . 
These points are ~cbnsldered  be~  ow. 
· ·  Fr~quenty· of monitoring  · . 
.1/_ .. 
TableR of.knexJI or' the  cur.ren~ Directi~~is ambiguous.becaus~:it is-not Cl~r whether. 
- sampling frequency is linked to voltirrte ofwatyrp~o4uced;volume ofwater distributed-or·to· 
..  population served. It'  would l:Je  preferable to liitk sampling frequency only. to the volume of . 
water distributed· rather than to~·the population-served. This is -more readily measured, and' so 
is .preferable in a legal instrulllent.  .·  .  . .  .  .  ~ :. 
'  .  .  ' 
~.··  ':..  ." · It  is proposed that the sampling frequ-ency should b~  based upon an annual average of  volume 
of  water supplied. This would provide consistency throughout the table, and would avoid the 
difficulty that day to day fluctuations in the volume of  water supplied could lead to different 
monitoring obligations. 
.  .  .  .  . 
There-is no objective way to identify the correct frequency. A higher sampling frequency is 
always to be preferred because it will provide more information. The minimum frequencies. 
given in Table B of the' proposed Annex II are based upon those in the current Directive, and 
therefore .upon Member States'  current practice.  There is nothing in the proposed revised 
Directive which-would pre:vent Member States adopting a higher freq';lency .where necessary. 
Small supplies present a particular problem. There is no r~son why citizens reqeiving water 
· · from small supplies should not enjoy the same protection as those recCiving water froin large-
supplies. However, ·there are two practical problems: 
* 
*· 
· The cost of monitoring per consumer will be relatively high. 
· In many cases ~ater treatment will be simple, and the quality of  water supplied will 
d-ep~nd very much upon the protection given to the raw water.  This could lead .to 
more variability in.  water quality than. might be expected with large -supplies, and so 
_  to: a need for mote frequent monitoring._  · 
. The monitoring of supplies of water to small communities is left a8  a matter for Member  .. 
States' own responsibility: 
.  .  .  -
·  Likelihood that a  para~eter is present 
Member States win· ha~e information about the likely quality of water intended for human 
consumption from: 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
a  knowl~dge of the geology of the area from which the water' is taken; ..•. 
-results of previous analyses~ 
a  knowledge of agricultural  practices  in the catchment area and,  in  parti.cular,  a-
knowledge of which agrochemicals are in current use;  . 
a.knowledge of the treatmen~  proce_~ses and chemicals used; and 
a  knowledge  of the  materials  used  m  the  distribution  systein  and  tn  domestic 
installations. 
.  . 
This information will provide a good indication of  the 'parameters lik~ly to be present in water · 
_intended  for  humari  'consumption_  and  of those  not  likely  to  be  present  in.  significant 
concentrations· in relation to the Directive's parametric values. · 
There is little.value i!_l_ analysing  fr~quently to confirm that a parameter not expected to b~ 
present cannot be detected. It is therefore proposed that; -with the exception ofthe parameters 
in the list for check monitoring,  there  will  be no obligation to  monitor  parameters not 
'./ 
47 expected  to be present in  significant  concentrations.  The test of significance  will  be the 
likelihood that the parametric' value will be exceeded..  ·  · 
· This relaxation would not apply to check:motiitoring. One of  the essential functions of  check 
monitonng is to give an early indication of unexpected conditions. However, it is  to be noted 
that those parameters have been chosen with a view to simplifying the analysis needed. 
Choice of sampling poinV 
The  objective  is  . that  water. intended_ for  human  consumption  should  comply. with  the 
Directive's parametric values at the point where it is made. available t9 the consumer, that is 
to. say, at the consumer's t:aP- _ 
For some parameters, such as lead, this is the only suitable sampling point.  However, with 
most parameters little change will oceur in the distribution. system. Sampling at a convenient 
point wiil then provide info.rmation. applicable to other places in a supply. zone. 
This presumed stability of  water quality within a supply zone can be exploited to enable more 
.efficient monitoring schemes to be devised. The presumption. will be supported by satisfactory 
results·frorirthe check monitoring, while unsatisfactocy results w111 necessitate an investigation 
of the cause.  .  -·  · ·  . 
With smaller supply zones if  will be appropriate for most of the sampling to take place at 
individual taps. As the size of a supply zone increases it will be possible to shift much of  the 
sampling· to representative points in the production and distribution 'chain. 
•  j  •  i  • 
The  above  discussion  has  related  primarily  to water supplied  through  public  distribution 
systems, but there are_ three special cases which call for comment.  These are water used in 
food production undertakings,  w~ter supplied ih containers, and bottled water. _ 
Food production undertakings 
The monitoring of water used in food production undertakings calls for special rules for the 
choice of sampling points and sampling frequency.  · 
Thecurrent Directive's rules  apply to the quality of  water intended for.lmman consumption 
only insofar as the quality of  that water is likely to affect the wholesomeness of  the foodstUff 
in its finished form. This principle is carried forward into the proposed revised Directive, and· 
it is necessary to consider the point or points at which water is to be checked. 
In practice individual food production undertakings will have only~  small number of  supplies 
.  to be regulated,. and in many cases only one.supply. It is considered-that the point at which 
.  the proposed Directive's parametric values are to be met is the point· at which water falling 
within. the  scope of  Arti~le 2(l)(b) enters the undertaking  ~r at  w~ich it  is  drawn  from  a 
source within the perimetero£ the undertaking. Thereafter the water shoul'd be considered as 
being process water and: so  outside the scope of the revised Directive.  · 
i. 
48 This system ensures that: 
* 
* 
consumers have a degree of protection because all water used in the manufacture of 
. foodstuffs is of good quality; and  · 
there is no obstacle to the free circulation of  foodstuffs within the Commtmity on the 
basis of water quality. 
'' 
1( may also be noted that consumers also benefit from  the quality standards applicable to 
manufactured foodstuffs.  ·  · 
The rules for sampling frequency given in Table B(l) of Annex II of the proposed revised  . 
Directive include food production undertakings.  ·  . 
water for sale in bottles or containers 
Such water presents a special case. It is proposed that sampling should take place at the point 
of bottling or putting into containers.  This will permit the quality of water to be checked 
when it is prepared for  sale;  it is expected that the quality  of water in  closed bottles or · 
containers will not change during storage, but the proposed Directive contains nothing that 
would prevent Member States carrying such further checks that they judge necessary. 
However, it is expected that the volume of water supplied per person per day 'will be about-
200 litres, while the expected daily consumption of bottled water will be about 2 litres.  In 
·order to maintain the same level of health protection it is  proposed that the frequency of 
sampling and analysis shall be.increased'to reflect this difference  . 
..  : 
'' 
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REFERENCE METHODS OF ANALYSI~ 
For. most, parameters  it is' proposed  only  to  specify  the  reliabili~  requirements: for  the 
analytical  results obtained.  That  done,  any  method  of analysis  capable .of meeting  those 
.requirements ·would  be· suitable,. and  there  is  only  need  to  include  reference  rriethods  of 
analysis in the Directive in those cases where the method of analysis defines the paraln.eter. 
Even in this case there is no need to  insist that the reference-methocl of  analysis must be used; 
any  other  meth~d capable- of giving  equivalent  results  would -be  acceptable.  .  This · is 
particularly important for. the microbiological parameters. Existing methods. of  analysis require. 
several days bef6re a result is obtained. This is inconvenient, and nothing: should be done to 
impede the development of more rapid'techniques. 
In most cases. a number of methods of analysis are· available; and to choose ~me method to 
the  exclusion of others  would  be  arbitrary.' Making  such  a choice  would  overlook the 
- differences in  size and level  of equipri1ent in laboratories throughout the Community ·and 
WOuld have the·effect of miling it difficult fof.individuallaboratories to i!Se the methods of 
analysis  best  suit~ to their  needs. -It  would  also  discourage  any  r~search into  new and 
improved m~thods of  ancilysis. 
For most parameters it is suggested that suitable reliability requirements would be: 
I  •  •  •  I  ' 
i.  A reiative accuracy·ofl0%for results:near to the maximuni,.or minimuniparametric 
. value, as the case inay be.  · 
2.- A relative precision of 10% for resultsnear.to the maximum or minimum parametric 
value, as the case may be. 
-3.  . A limit of detection-of one tenth _of the relevant parametric value  . 
. The concepts  of accuracy,  precision and  limit of detection  can be expressed  i.n  statistic~} 
terms,  and  it  is  proposed  to  use  the  relevant  Intematjonal  Standard  Organization  (ISO) 
definitions.  ·  '-·  · 
- However, it may be noted that accuracy is the difference between a measured value and-the 
true value, precision is a measure of  the inherent variability of  a method of analysis, and limit 
of detection is the smallest concentration that can be measured reliably. 
Where the usual method of  analysis depends upon chromatography the accuracy and precision 
requirerriimts are 25% of the parametric value. This is because while such methods have very 
low limits of  detection they are inherently incapable of producing results of  high accuracy and 
-preciSion. 
In a few cases, where the parametric value is close .to the limit of detection. with convenient 
methods ofanalysis the requirements for accuracy, precision and limit of detection have been 
set at 25% of the parametric value~ 
(' 
50 With some parameters derived from treatment chemicals the parametric value is below the . 
limit  of detection  axailable  from  conventional  methods  of analysis.  In  these  cases  the 
concentration in water intended for human consumption can be calculated from a knowledge 
of the  concentration  of the  parameter  in  the· treatment  chemical  and  of the  amount  of 
treatment chemical used.  · 
.  ' 
These· requirements recogirize that there is a degree of uncertainty associated with analytical 
results.  This  degree·  of uncertainty,  the  experimental  error,  can  be  reduced  by  refining 
techniques  but  can  never  be  totally  eliminated.  The  values  suggested  above  are  not 
particularly  demanding but are adequate for the purpose of demonstrating compliance or 
otherwise with the Directive's parametric values.  · 
With the microbiological parameters there is need to specify the method of analysis, because 
the method of analysis defines the parameter  . 
•  •  M 
,I  . 
51 Proposa.I for a · · 
~UNCIL  DIRECfiVE 
.· ,  conc~g  the  quality of water 
·,  'intended for human consumption · 
••  J 
THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN UNION,, 
'·: 
· Having regard to the  Treaty  eStablishing  the  European  Community  and,  in particUlar,  · 
Article 130s(l) thereof,  ·  ··  ·, · 
Having reg!lfd to the proposal from the C~ssionO), 
In cooperation With the  European Parlianie~t<
2>, 
Having regard to the opinion of  the Economic and Social CornrrrltteeC
3
), · 
''·  . 
. \Vhereas it is nec~ssary·-to adapt Co~il  Directive 80/'l78/EEC of  15 July 1980 relating to 
the  quality  of  water  intended  for  hmnan·  consmnption<
4
),  as  last  amended  by 
Directive 911692/EEC(s), to scientific and  teclm.ologicalprogte'ss; whereas experierice from the 
implementati011 of  the said directive shows 'that it is neces.Sary  to· create an appropriately 
flexible and transparent legal framework for Meinber States to address failures to meet the 
·standard&; whereas finth.ermore the directive should be re-examined in  the light of. the Treaty 
of  the·  Europ.ean Union and iri  parti~ular the princiP,le 'of subsidiarity;.  · 
· whereas. in keeping with the pr~visions of  Article 3(b) of  the Treaty, whereby any action by 
. the Comrtmnity should not go beyond what is  neces8ary to achleve the. objectives of the  · 
Treaty, it is ·necessary· to revise the provisions of Directive 80/778/EEC so as to focus on 
corrtpliance with essentiat quality ·and health parameters, leaving Member States free to add 
~condary  parameters if  they see fit;  ·  · 
Whereas, in  ac~ordance with the principle ~f  subsidiarity, the differences in natural and socio-
econorriic features of the regions. in the Unionrequini that most decisions on monitoring, 
analysis, and on. the measures to be taken to redress faili.Jres  be taken at a local, regional or 
national level;  ·  ·  · 
_Whereas  ·community  standards ·for  essential  heillth-related  quality  parameters  in  water 
· intended for htiman consumption are necessary in order to define  the minimum environmental 
quality goals to be achieved in connection with ·other Community measures, in order  to 
safeguard the sustainable use  of water intended for  ~uman  consmnption; 
(!)  . 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
,·  (5) 
OJ No C. 
OJ No C 
OJNoC 
OJ No L 229, 30.8.1980, p.  11. 
OJNo L 377, 31.12.1991, p.  48. 
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52  ) Whereas,  in  view  of the  importance  for . human  health  of water  intended  for  human 
consumption, it is necessary to lay down at Community level the essential quality standards 
with  which all water intended for this purpose must comply; 
Whereas it is necessary to include water used in the food industry unless it ,can be established 
that the use of such water does not affect the wholesomeness of the finished product; 
Whereas it is necessary to exclude from the scope of  this Directive natural mineral waters and 
waters which are medicinal products, since special rules for these types of water have been 
established;  ·  · 
Whereas  measures  are  required  to  meet  specified  values  for  all  directly  health-relevant 
parameters  and  for  other  parameters· if a  deterioration  in  quality  has  occurred;  whereas  · · 
furthermore such measures should not prejudice the implementation of  Directive 911414/EEC 
of 15 July 1991  concerning the placing of plant protection products on  the market<
6>,  as last 
amended by Commission Directive 94/79fEC<1); 
Whereas  it  is  important· to ·prevent  a  potential  danger  to  ~uman. health  ansmg  from 
. contaminated water; and whereas the supply  of such water should be prof:libited or its use 
restri  cte<;i; 
Whereas it is necessary to set individual paranietric values for substances which are imp~rtant 
throughout the Community at a. level strict enough to ensure that the Directive's purpose ·can 
be achieved;  · 
Whereas  the  parametric values· are  based  on the  scientific  knowledge  available  arid  the 
precautionary principle; whereas those values.have been selected to ensure that water intended 
for human consumption qm be consumed safely on a life long basis, and thus represent a high 
level of health protection;  · ·  . · 
Whereas it is p.ecessary for Member States to set values for other paranieters where this is· 
necessary. to protect human health i_n  their territory;  · 
Whereas the parametric values are to be complied with at the point where water intended for  . 
human consumption· is available to the consumer;  . 
Whereas the quality  of water  inten~ed for human consumption can be. influenced by  the 
condition and materials used in household installations; whereas, furthermore, it is recognized 
that responsibility for the condition and the materials used in household installations may not 
be borrte by the Member States; 
Whereas monitoring programm~s should be established by the Member States·to check that 
water intended for human consumption meets the requirements of  the Directive; whereas.such  · 
monitoring programmes should be appropriate to local needs and. should meet the minimum 
monitoring requirements set out in the Directive; 
.  (6) 
(7) 
OJ No L 230,  19.8.1991, p.  L 
OJ No L 354, 31.12.1994, p.  16. 
. 53 Whereas the methods. used to analyse the  qu;llity of water intended for human consumption' 
shoUld be such to ensure that the resUlts obtained are reliable and comparable; 
Whereas Member States should, iri  th~ event of  non-compliance with the Directive's standards, 
investigate the cause and take;appropriate remedial action to ~ure  that the quality of the 
water is restored;: . ..  ..  .  ·,  ,  :.~  ·  · 
Whereas in the  case  of non-compliance. with a·  parameter having ·an  indicator  tlmctiori, 
. remedial actionwill only·be required in order to enslire that human health is protected~ 
Whereas, should such remedial action be necessary to restore. the quality of water intended 
for hmnari constimption, in accordance with Article 130r(2) of  the Treaty priority ·should be 
given to. action which rectifies the .problem at source;  · 
·'' 
Whereas, without prejudice to the protection of  human health and in order that the  s~pply of 
drinking water may be maintained, Member States should be authorized to make Pr-ovision, 
under  certain conditions,  for derogations  from this  Directive; whereas,  furthermore,  it is 
necessary to establish a proper framework for such derogations in order to ensure that the 
.  water meets the standards of  the Directive;  · 
I  .  .  \ 
.  Whereas, since the preparation of  water intended for human consmnption may involve the use 
.of  certain subst:ances, rules are required_to govern the use thereof in order to avoid possible 
·  harri:tful effects 6n hmnan health due to eXcessive quantities of such substances--or impurities 
contained in such substances;  ·  ·  · 
\Vhereas it•is necessacy.in·order to•ensurethe~functioning of the internal market·that water 
intended for human consumptiqn cim .·freely circulate in the Union unless its marketing could 
coilstitute a potential danger. to human health;  ·  · 
Whereas. technical progress may  necessitate rapid adaptation of  the technical reqlrireme~ts  laid 
doWn in Annexes II and III;' whereas,  furthermore, in order to facilitate application of the· 
measures· required for this purpose, provision should be made for a procedure under which 
the Coriunission can adopt such adaptationS with the assistance ofa Committee composed of 
represent&-tives ·of the Member States;  ·  . 
Whereas consmners should be adequately and appropriately. informed of  the quality of  water 
intended for hmnan consumption, and of  any derogations made by the Member States and any 
_  remedial action_ taken  by  the competent authorities; whereas, furthermore, consideration should 
be given both to the. technical, and statistical· needs of the Commission, and to the rights of 
the individual to obtain adequate information about the qtiality of  water intended for hilman 
c~ption;  · 
Whereas~  in  exceptional  and  specific  -circumstances,  it  may  be  necessary  to . allow 
Member States a longer. ~od  of  time in order to i:neet certain provisions of the  Directive; 
Whereas this Directive should not affect the obligations of  .the Member States· as to the time 
limit for transposition into national law, nor as to application, as shown in Annex IV, 
54 '  ..;· 
HAS ADOPTED THIS DIRECTIVE: 
1. 
Article 1 
This Directive  concerns the  quality of water intended for  hmnan . 
consumption. 
2.  The objective of the Directive is to protect hmnan health from the 
adverse effects resulting from the  contamination of water intended 
for human consumption by ensuring that it is. wholesorrie. 
1. 
Article 2 
For  the  purposes  of this  Directive,  "water  intended  for  hmnan 
.  consumption" shall mean: 
(a)  all water either in its original state or after treatment, used for 
the  pmpose  of  drinking  and  other  domestic  purposes, 
regardless of  its origin and regardless whether available from 
the tap, in bottles or containers.  ·  ·  ·  · 
. ' 
(b)  all  water used in  a food  production  1.1I1~  for  the 
manufa~ture,  processing,  preservation  or  marketing  of 
products  or  substances  intended  for  human  consmnption 
tmless the competent national authorities have established that 
the  use  of water  cannot  affect  the  wholesomeness  of the 
foodstuff in its finished form.  · 
·2.  For the. pmpose of this  Directive,  "domestic  distribution system" 
shall mean all pipework and fittings which cormect a consumer's tap 
to the supply and which, according to the relevant natiOnal law, are 
not the responsibility of the water supplier. 
Article 3 
This Directive shall not apply to: 
(a)  Natural mineral waters recognized as such by the competent national  . 
authorities, in accordance with Directive 801777/EEC(
8 )~ 
<
8l  OJ No L 229, 30X  1980, p.  1: 
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Article 1 
!  (adapted) 
Article 2 
(adapted) 
Article-2 
(adapted) 
Article 4(1) 
(adapted) (b) 
(c) 
·.  (d) 
Waters which are medicinal products within the meaning of  Directive 
-65/65/EEC<9>·  - .  . . 
.  '  ..  . 
Water-intended exclusively for those· domestic· purp6ses· which have 
no  influence,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  OJ).  the  health of the  . ' 
conSu.mers concerned 
Without, prejudice  to  Article  5(1),  water  intended  for  huinan 
. consumption  from  an  iridividual  source. · serving  15  or . less 
households,' unless the water is offered for- sale. 
Article 4 
1;  Without. prejudice  to  their · obligations· under  other  Community. 
provisions,  Member. States  shall  take  the  measures  necessary. to· 
ensure that water intended for hurrian consilmption:  -
.  . 
(a)  meets the ininimurri requirements specified in Annex I Parts A 
and B; and·. 
(b)  is free of pathogenic micro-organisms rum paiasit~s in ruirnbers 
_  which constitute. a potential danger tp lunnan health 
2.  Member States .shall take all .other measures nece5saryto ensure that 
water intended for hunla.n. ccirisumption meets the :objective set oUt in 
ArtiCle  1.  ·  · '  ·  ·  .  · · · ·  ·, 
Article 5 
1.  Member States shall e:rsure  t:hat  any supply of water intended for 
human consumption which constitutes a pqtential danger to hmnan 
· health. is prohibited or its use restricted _In  such cases c6nsumers · 
shall  be  informed  itnmediately · thereof and  given  the  necessary 
advice. 
2.  ·  · The corilpetent  ~uthoriti~s-shall decide· on a case-by-case basis what 
action under paragraph I  should be taken, taking into.accm.n\t also 
the risks. to human health which would follow from an interruption 
tothe StJPply or a  restriction in the use, of  water intended for human 
cori&unption.  ·  .  . 
3.  Member  States  may  establish  guidelines  to  assist .  the  competent 
a}lthorities to' fulfil their obligations ~der  paragraph .2. 
<
9> ,  OJ No 22, 9.2.1965, p.  369/65. 
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Article 7(6) 
(adapted)  · 1. 
2. 
3. 
Article 6 
.. -
Member  States  shall  set values  applicable  for .water intended for 
human consumption for the parameters set out in Annex I. 
The values set pursuant to paragraph 1 shall not  be less stringent than 
those  seC out  in Annex  I.  As regards  the  parameters  set out in 
Annex I Part C, the values need to be fixed for monitoring purposes 
and for the fulfilment of  the obligations contained in Article 9 only. 
Member States shall set values for additional parameters' not included 
in Annex I  where the protection of human health in their national 
territory or part of  it so reqUires..  , . 
4.  When a  Member State deems it necessary to adopt standards more  . 
stringent than those  set out in Annex I,  Part  B,  or standards  for  , 
additional .parameters  not included in Annex  I  but necessary  to 
protect human health, it shall. communicate this to .the Commission  . 
in  accordance·  with  the  · procedures  under  Cmmcil  Directive 
83/189/EEC00)  .. 
5.  Without prejudice to the procedures under Directive 83/189/EEC, and 
in  ~cular Article  9  thereof,  Member  States  may  take  such 
envisaged  measures  .  only . after  . three  months  following  su~h 
communication and provided that the Commission's opinion is not 
negative. 
6. 
1. 
2. 
(10) 
In the  latter event,  before the  expiry of the period ref~ed to in 
paragraph 5, the Commission shall initiate the procedme provided for · . 
in Article  15. in order to determine whether the envisaged measures .. 
may  be  implemented  subject,  if  necessary,  to  appropriate·.  ·· 
amendments. 
Article 7 
' 
The parametric values set in accordance with paragraphs 1,  2 and 3 
of  Article 6 shall be complied with at the point where water intended 
for human consumption is available to the consumer,  or for use in 
a food production 1D1dertaking or, in the case of  water put into bottles 
or containers intended for sale, at the point at which the water is put 
into bottles or containers. 
For  water  intended  for  human  consumption  supplied  from  a 
distribution network, the parametric values shall be· complied with as 
it emerges from at least one tap in the consmner's premises. 
OJ No L 109, 26A.1983, p.  8. 
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'Article 7(1) 
Article 7(3) 
(adapted) 
Article 16 
(adapted) 
·,'  . 
.i. 
Article 12(2) 
(adapted) 
Article 12(1)' 
· (adapted) 3. 
1. 
Member States are deemed to have  fulfilled their obligations under 
this Article and under Articles 4 and 9(2) where it can be established 
· that non-compliance  wjth the  parametric  vatues  set in accordance · 
with ArtiCle  6(1), '(2)  and (3)  is due. to the  domestic'  distribution,  .  . 
·system. 
Article 8 
~ ~-· .. 
Member States shall take an  measures riecessary to ensure regular; 
representative monitoring of  the quality of  water intended for human . 
consumption,  ill ,'order  to  check  whether  the  water  available  to 
coilsumers  m~ets the  reqUirements  of this  Directive~  In addition, 
M¢mber Statc;:s shall take all\ measures necessary to ensure that, wbere 
disinfection .  fon:Tis  part  of the  preparation of water  in~ended for . 
human  consumptio)\· the  efficiency  of the  disinfection .  treatment. 
applied is verified. 
2.  To  meet  the  obligations· contained  in  paragraph· 1  appropriate 
monitoring  programmes·  shall  be· established  by  the  competent 
authorities ·for  all· water  intended  for  human consuinptlon  Those 
monitoring pr~es  shall meet the minimuni requirements set out 
in.Aim.ex II.  .  ·  . 
3.  The sarnpli~  pointS shall be determined  by  the competent authorities. 
4.  Community guidelines-for the monitoring referred to in  this Article. 
may be drawn up  in accordance  with the procechrre  laid down ii]. 
· Article 15.  -· ·  ·  -
. 5.  (a)  The Member States, shall use the reference methods of analysis 
set out irt Annex IlL 
(b)  Alternative  methods  may  be  used  provided  it  can  be 
demonStratedthat equivalent results can be obtained. -Merriber 
State_s  which  have  reco~~ to  an  alternative  method  shall 
prqvide the Coinmission with all relevant irlfdtmation concerning 
this m'ethod andits equiv3.Ience.  ·  ·  ·  -. 
.  (c)  Where no reference method of  analysis is specified, any method 
of  analysis may be used provided that it meets the requirements 
set out in Annex I  II .. 
6.  The  Commission  shalL  review  at  regular  intervals  the  reference 
methOds of analysis specified in Annex III.  .  · 
Article 9 
I.·  Member States shall ensure that any failure .to·meet the requirements. 
of Annex I is immediately investigated in  order to identify the cause. 
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;· 
Article  12(3) 
·Article  12(5) · 
(adapted) 
.... 
. ·'' .. 2.  If,  despite  the  measures  taken  to  meet  the  obligations  under 
Article 4(  1  ), water intended for human consumption does not meet 
the  requirements of Anri.ex  I,  Member  States shall  ensure that the 
necessary remedial action is taken as soon as possible to restore its 
quality. 
3.  In the case of  non-compliance with the parametric values or .with the 
specifications  contained in Par:t  C  of Annex I,  remedial  action to 
restore the quality of the water needs only to be taken where this is 
necessary in order to protect human health.·  -
1. 
Article 10  · 
Member  States  may  make  provision  for  derogations  from  the 
parametric values· set out in Annex I part B for a limited period of 
time and up to a maximum  'value to be determined by them, provided 
that the derogation during such period does not constitute a potential 
danger  to  human  health  and  provided  that  the  supply  of water 
intended  for  human ·  corisumption  in the  area  concerned.  cannot 
otherWise be maintained by any other reasonable means  .. 
2.  A derogatiOn made in accordance with paragraph J shall specifY the 
following:  · · 
(a)  the reason for derogation; 
...  (b)  the parameter concerned and the maximum permissible value 
under the  derogation;  ·  · 
.  . 
(c)  the geographical  area  and the pOpulation  affected and the 
quantity of water supplied per day; 
(d)  an:  appropriate ·monitoring  scheme,  with  an  incr~ased 
monitoring frequency where necessary; 
' 
(e)  the reguired duration of the derogation; 
(f)  a plan for the necessary remedial action, including a timetable 
for the work and an estimate of the cost.  · · 
(g)  whether- any relevant food industry would be affected 
3.  If the  competent authorities: consider the non-compliance with the 
parametric  value  to  be  trivial,  and  if remediai  action  taken  in 
accordance with Article ·9(2) is able to redress .the problem within a 
maximum of 1  0 days, the specia,l requirements set out in paragraph 2 
need not be  applied 
In this case, only the maximum permissible value for the parameter 
concerned and the time allowed to redress the problem shall be set 
·by the competent authorities. 
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Articles 9(1) 
and 10(1) 
(adapted) ·4.  Recomse to paragraph 3  is no longer possible if failure. to comply 
· with ~Y  one parametric ya!u¢ for a given water. SUpply bas occmred 
on rriore than: 30 days on aggregate duririg' the previous 12  months. 
5.  . Member States which' have recourse to the derogations referredt,o iii.  \ · 
6. 
this  Article  shall  ·ensure  th~t the  population  concerned  by  such 
derogation  is  ~~diately informed  of the  derogation  arid  its 
conditions in an apPropriate manner. In addition Member States shall 
ensme that, where ilecesSaiy, advice is issued to particular population 
groups for which it could present a special risk.  ; 
These  obligations  shall  not apply to. the .  ~tuation referred  to in -
paragraph, 3, l.Ulless .the cornpeteirt authorities decide otherwise. 
.  .  . 
With  the  exception· of  derogations  made  in  accordance'  with 
paragraph  3,  Member ·States shall inform -the  Coriunission wl.thin. 
15  days  of those· ~ogations which cover a  supj)ly of more than 
1 OOO.m
3  per  day,.  including  the  information  specified'  in 
. ·paragraph (2). 
7.  The provisions of this Article shall not apply to water  intended for 
·human consmnPtion·offen~d·  for sale in bottles ·ar conUtiners.  · 
I  • 
Aiticle 11·  · 
Member . States  shall  take  all  necessary  measures  to  ensure  t:rult  any 
substances used in the preparati6n of  water intended for hmnan consumption .. 
and  impmities associated With. such substances do not remain in the water in 
concentrations higher than is necessary for the pmpose of their use  and do 
not,  either  dlrectly or illiiirectly,  reduee  the protection  of ~mnan health 
provided for in the· framework of this Directive. 
Article  12 
· Member  States  shalf ensure  that  the.  measures .taken  to .implement  the 
provisions  of this Directive  shall  in no circl.liilStances  have. the  ~ffect of 
allowing, directly or indirectly, either. any deterioration of  the present quality 
of water intended for  human COJ:1Smnption  so ·far .  as. this is relevant to the . 
protection of human health or any increase in the pollution of waters. used 
for the· production of  drinking water.  ·  · 
1. 
.  Article  13 
Member States shall  not prohibit or restrict the free  circulation of 
water intended for  hmnan consumption on grounds relating  to its 
quality;  where the .quality of such water is in conforrriity \vith the 
minimum requirements specified in. Parts A and B of Annex I. 
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· · · · Articles 9(2) 
and 10(3) 
· ~.(adapted) 
Article 8 · 
(adapted) 
Article  11· 
(adapted) . 
') 
' 2.  . Member  States  shall  not  prohibit  or  restrict  the  marketing ·of 
foodstuffs on grmmds relating to the quality of  the water covered.by 
Article 2(1 )b where the quality of such water is in conformity with 
the minimum requirements specified in Parts A and B of Annex I. 
I. 
2. 
Article 14 
At least every 1  0 years, the COmmission shall review Annex I in the 
light of  scientific and technical progress and shall make proposals for 
amenchnents, where necessary, under the procedure in Article  189c 
of the Treaty.  .  · 
Such changes  a5  are necessary for adapting  ~A.nnexes II  and III  to 
scientific and teclmical progress shall be adopted in accordance with 
the procedme laid down in Article 15. 
Article 15 
The  Commission  shall  be  assisted  by  a  Committee  composed  of the 
representatives of  the Member States and chaired by the representative of  the 
Connni8sion. 
The representative of  the Commission shall submit to the Committee a draft 
of  the measmes to be takeri. The Committee shall deliver its opinion on the 
. draft 'Within a time limit wbich the chairman may lay down according to the 
mgency of the matter. The Opinion shall be delivered by the majority laid 
down in Article ·-148(2)  of the .  Treaty in  ·the case .of decisions. which the 
Co1mcil is requfred to adopt on a proposal from the Commission. The votes 
of the representatives of the Member States within the Committee shall be 
weighted in the manner set out in that Article. The chairman shall not vote. 
The .Commission  shall  -adopt  measures  which  shall.  apply  immediately. 
. However, if these measmes are not in accordance with the opinion of the . 
Committee, they shall be communicated by. the Commission to the Council 
forthwith. In that event: .  · · 
the Commission may defer application of  the measures which it has. decided 
for  a  ~period  of  not  more  than  onemonth · from  the  date  of  such 
communication. 
the  Co~cil, acting by a  qualified majoiity, may take a  different decision 
within the time limit referred to in the previous subparagraph. 
Article 16 · 
. 1.  Member  States  shall  take  the  measures  necessary  to  ensure  that 
adequate and up to date information· on the quality of  water intended 
for human c<;msumption is available to consumers. ·  · 
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- ·. 
.. Article 4(2) 
(adapted) 
··  Article  13 
(adapted) 
Article 14 
(adapted) 
Article  15 
(adapted) . 
Article 15(3)(a) 
(adapted) 
Article 15(3)(b) 
(adapted) 
Article 15(3)(c) 
· (adapted) 2.  .·  ···Without prejudice to the implementation of  the provisions of  Colincil 
. Directive 90/313/EEC of 7 June  1990 on the. freedom of access to 
information on the enviromnenf
11
\  Member State~ shall publish an .. 
annual  report . on  'the  quality  of  ·.  water  intended  for  human 
consumption. This report shall  cover  a  calendar· year and shall be 
. published before the. end of the following calendar year  .. 
3.  Member  States  shaJl.send: their reports· .to  the Commission within. 
three months of publication:·  ·. 
- ~  ~· .  .  . 
4.  The .formats and the minimum information for the reports referred to 
iii paragraph 3. shall  be determined having  especial  regard to the 
measmes referred to in Articles  3(d),- 5, 6{3) and 9, and shall tf 
necessary, be amended in· accordance with the procedure laid down 
in Article 15:  · 
5.  The Commissi~n  shall examine the reports ofthe Member States and, 
every three years, shall  publish a synthesis on the quality of water 
intended for. ht)lllan consumption  .. in the Community. These repOrts· 
shall  be  published. Within  two years of the .  end. of  each .  three-:year 
reporting period  · 
•. .Article 17 
Member States shall tak'e  the necessary measures to ensme. thaf the quality 
of water  intended  for  human consumption  complies with this  Directive. 
within five  yeais .,of!its  entry· into· force;; without prejudice  to Part B · of . 
· Article amended 
by Directive 
'91/692/EEC 
·  (adapted) 
· Article  19 
(adapted) 
_:•·;  • ::  ·,  ..  I'.:  ,_.'' 
Nqte 3 .of Ann.ex.L·-- ·  ··:  ;·~  ·  ·  '·. , · ·  · ··  '·  ·  ',  ..  ,::· 
~Article 18· 
· ·  1.  Member  States · ·may  in  . exceptional  circumstances· .  and  for 
geographically defined population groups submit a special request to 
the  Commission · for  a  .longer  period  th.an  provided  for  in  this 
·  · Directive ·for complying with individual  parametric  values  set in 
Part B of Annex I. This provision does not apply to water intended 
for human consumption offered for. sru..e  in bottles or containers. 
'  2.  · the request, for which grounds must be du1y put forward,  shall set 
(ll)  . 
out the difficulties experienced. It must also propdse an action plan 
with an appropriate timetable for the· necessary improvement ·or the 
qUality · of Water  mterided .·for  human  COnstimption,  including. a 
monitoring prograrnn1e and inforrriation on the cost of  iinplementing 
the plan. The requests~ also  specify whether ·any relevant food 
industry wou1d be affected.  ·  · 
OJ No L  158, 23.6.1990, p.  56. 
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.··.•'' 
~Article .20 
'fiist sentence' 
·(adapted) 
Article 20 
second sentence 
· (adapted) . 3.  . · The Conuni5sion shall examine this request and, if necessary,  take 
appropriate measures in accordance with the procedure laid down in 
Article 15.  · 
Article 19 
Directive 801778/EEC is hereby repealed with effect from five years from the 
entry into force  of this Directive, without prejudice to the  obligations of 
Member !States as  to deacllines. for transposition iirto national law and for 
application as shown in Annex ~V. ·  · · 
Reference to the repealed Directive shall be construed as a reference to this 
Directive and shall be read in accordance with the correlation table set out 
in .Ann,ex V. 
1. 
Article 20 
Member  States  shall  bring  into  force  the  laws,  regula,tions  ·and· 
administrative provisions necessary to comply with this Directive 
within two years following its entry into force. They shall forthwith 
inform the Commission thereof 
When Member States adopt these .provisions, these  shall contain a 
reference to this Directive or shall be accompanied by such reference 
·at the  time  of their  official  publication  The procedure  for  such 
reference shall be adopted by Member States. 
2.  Member States shall corrinnmicate to the Commission the texts of  the· 
provisions of national law which they adopt in thefield covered by 
this Directive. 
Article  21 
·.This Directive shall enter into· force on the twentieth day following that of 
its publication in the Official Journal of the European Communities. 
Article 22 
This Directive· is addressed to the Member States. 
..  Done at Brussels, 
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For the Council 
The President 
Article 20 
third sentence 
(adapted) 
Article .18(1) 
·(adapted) 
Article 18(2) 
(adapted) 
Article  21 
\ .ANNEX I 
I  I  ,  . 
PARAMETERS AND PARAMETRIC VALUES· 
·PART A 
MICROBIOWGICAL fARAMETERS 
' 
I  PARAMETER  \"  .  \  ' l  PARAMETRIC  I  UNIT  I  VALUE  .  . 
.. 
E.  Coli  ~o 
'  number/100 ml  . 
Faecal streptococc{  0 
. - number/1 00 ·rn1 
Sulphite-reducing clostridia ·  0  ..  number/20 I'nl 
. • 
For water offered for s'ale in bottles or containers the  following applies: 
E.  Coli  0  number/250 'rnl' 
Fae~3.1- streptococ~i  · .  0  number/250 rill 
Sulphite-:-reducing clostridia  . ·.  ()  ..  number/50 J;nl 
\  .  .  . 
. Pseudomonas aeruginosa  0  . number/250 ml 
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'.···· PART B 
·~  ~  :-
CHEMICAL PARAMETERs··. 
-PARAMETER  PARAMETRI 
'•  UNIT  -
c.  VALUE 
' 
Acrylamide  0.2·5  ~gil 
Antimony·  3  ..  J.Lg/1  J 
'  ..  '' 
Arsenic  10  . J.Lg/1 
Ben2ene 
'  .  1  J.Lg/1 
'' 
'. 
Boron·  300  J.Lg/l(Note  1) 
Bromate 
'  '  10  ggi1 
: 
'  . 
• 
Bromodichloromethane  15  .  J.Lg!l  (Note 2) 
Cadmium  5  J.Lg/1 
Chloroform  40'  J.Lg/1  (Note 2) 
Chromium  50  J.Lg/1 
Copper  2  rrig/1-(Note  1)  _  ,.  ' 
" 
Cyanide  50  .  '  Jig/1 
1  ,2-dichloroethane ·  3  ·llg/1 
Epichlorhydrin  0.5.  Jig/1 
Fluoride,  1.5  '  mg/1 
Lead·  10  J.Lg/1  (Note 3) 
Mercmy  1  Jlg/1  ' 
Nickel 
,. 
20  Jlg/1 
Nitrate  50  mg/1  (Note 4) 
Nitrite  '0.1  -IJ:lgll  (Note 4) 
Pesticides  0.1 
"  ~gil (Note-5), 
' 
Polycyclic aromatic  0.2  _  Jlg/1;  sum of concentrations of specified 
hydrocarbons  .  '  compounds, (Note 6); the concentration of· 
benzo(a)pyrene must not exceed 0.01  Jlgll 
Selenimn  10  Jlgll  .  ' 
T etrachlorethene  \  40  Jlg/1 
.. 
Trichlorethene  70  J.Lg/1 
Vinyl  chloride  0.5  J.Lg/1 
'' 
65 Note  1: 
.:  Note 2: 
Note 3: 
Note 4: 
. Note 5: 
/,  Note 6: 
The values and cla.SSification of  these parameters may be amended in the light 
of new scientific evidence which is expected to become available shortly  . 
.  ( 
The samples for. these parameters are to· be taken· after any chlorine contact 
t;ime  and at- the  outlet of the  water treatment plant.  Where· necessary,  the· 
.parametric  value  for .  bromodichlor6methane  can be increased to  25  )lg/l 
provided that.the parametric value.for chloroform is reduced to 30 Jlg/1:  · · 
.  '  .  . 
The.· value applies to a representative sample of  wat~  drawn from ~  tap and 
has to be met at the latest 15 calendar years from the date of  entrY into force 
of this  Directive~ When implementing the .  measures  to  achieve  this 'value 
·Member States shall give priority to thase areas where  ·lead concentrations in 
water intended for lwrnan consumption are high  . 
Member States shall ensure that all appropriate me~ures  are taken to reduc.e 
the concentration of  lead in water intended foi human consumption as· much.· . 
as  p0ssib~e  during  the  period  needed · to  achi~ve  compliance  with  the 
. parametric vaiue. ·  -
. The panrinetric value for lead from 5 years after the entry into fare~ of this 
Directive until 1  S years after it has entered into force is 25 Jlg/1.· 
Where  chloramination ·ts  practised  th~~ parametric  values  may be 
·replaced by 0.5 for nitrite and the  conditio~  that[nitrate]/50 + [nitrite]/3 
S. ·1, the square brackets_ signifYing concentrations m  mg/1. 
(a)_  Pesticides means:  . 
organic insecticides; 
organic· herbicides;  · 
organic' fungicides; 
ocganic nt:rmatocides; · 
organic acaricides; 
organic algicides 
and ·related products [growth regulat()fS] 
' 
(b)  The parametric value applies to :each indiyidual pesticide. 
(c)  Only those  pesticides which  are  likely to be present in. a  given 
supply need tq be monitored.  ·  · 
(d) 
.  .  ( 
The Commission shall examine' whether an individual value· can 
be·  set for a ·given substance,. after an evalUa.tion of the available 
scientific information  · 
. The specified compounds are : 
benzo(a)pyrene  - . 
fltioranthene  . 
bei)Zo(b)flupraQthene  · 
benzo(k)fluoranthene 
benzo(ghi)perylene 
indeno(l ,2,3-cd)pyrene 
66 PART C 
INDICATOR PARAMETERS 
PARAMETER  PARAMETRIC  UNIT 
VALUE 
Aluininimn  200  Jlgll 
Ammonium  0.5  mg/l 
Col  om  Acceptable 
to consumers and no 
abnormal change 
C()nductivity  ·.  2500  '  JlS  cm·
1 at 20"C 
Dissolved oxygen  ~50  % saturation 
Hydrogen ion concentration  2:::.  6.5  and  pH units 
~ 9.,5 
' 
Iron  200  Jlg/l 
Manganese  50  ·Jlg/1 
Odour  Acceptable to 
~ 
consumers and no 
abnormal change 
Oxidizability (Note 1)  ·  ·s  mg/1  02 
.. 
Sulphate  250  mg/1 
Taste  Acceptable to 
conslimers and no  . ' 
abnormal change · 
Total bacteria count  No  ,,a_bnormal  change 
Total coliforms  '  0  nmnber/100 m1 
(Note 2) 
Total organic carbOn (rOC)  4  mg!l C 
(tJote 3) .  arid no abnormal 
change 
Tmbidity  Acceptable to 
consumers and no  -
abnormal change 
Note  1: 
Note 2: 
This parameter need not be measmed if  the parameter TOC is analysed. 
·For  water  offered  for  sale  in  bOttles  or  containers  the  unit  is 
number/250 ml. · 
Note 3:  This parameter need not be rneasmed for supplies ofless than 10 000 m
3 
per day. 
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... 
.  ' 
'  ·.'':!-,. 
•·.i-
); 
'·  ,. 
MONITORING_ 
.TABUEA  ·· 
PARAMETERS TO  BE ANALYSED 
1. 'CHECK MONITORING 
Aluminium (1) 
Ammonium  · 
Colour (2) 
Conductivity 
.  E.  Coli 
. Hydrogen ion concentration 
Iron (1)  .· 
. Nitrate (3} · 
Nitrite (3) _ 
Odom (2) 
Pseudomonas aeruginosa (  4) 
Taste (2) 
. Turbidity 
NOTES  :  . 
When used a.s  floccl,llant. 
Qualitative examination. 
L 
1.. 
2. 
3.  \Vhen chloramination is.used as·adisinfectant. In other cases the parameters are.· 
in the Jist for Audit monitoring.  .  · 
Only for water offered for sale in bottles or containers.  4  .. 
.  .  \ 
2.  AUDIT MONITORING 
.  ·All the  other parameters in Annex I should be .measmed, unless it can be  establ~shed 
by the competent authorities, for ii time to be.determined.by them, that aparametl~r is · 
not likely to be present in a given Supply in concentrations which could lead to a risk 
of breaching the relevant parametric value. 
68 ·TABLE B 
1.  MINIMUM FREQUENCY OF SAMPLING AND ANALYSES (Note 1) 
(Except for water offered for sale in bottles or contnners)  . 
-
-VOLUME OF WATER DISTRIBUTED  CHECK  AUDIT· 
OR PRODUCED EACH DAY WimiN  MONITORING  MONITORING. 
A  SUPP~Y  ZONE (Note 2)  NUMBER OF  NUMBER OF 
SAMPLE&  SAMPLES 
m3  PER YEAR  PER YEAR  -.. 
~100  (Note 3)  (Note 3) 
>-100  ~1000  1  (Note 3) 
>lOOO- ~2000  3  1 
'  . 
>2000  ~10 000  12  1  . 
-' 
>10  000  ~20 000  60  1  . 
>20  000  ~o·ooo  120  2 
>30  000. ·.  ~60 000  . 180  3 
>60  000  ~100 000  365  6  . 
)-100  000  ~200 000  730  . 10  . 
>200 000- ·  ~300 000 (Note 4)  1460  20 
69 :; 
... 2.  .  MINIMUM FREQUENCY OF  SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS FOR 
WATER OFFEIU:D FOR SALE IN  BOTTLES  OR CONTAINERS 
.(PROVISIONAL): .  . , 
,:_  .:.  •  I 
VOLUME OF WATER· PRODUCED··  ··CHECK  'AUDIT··  •. - .. . 
FOR OFFERING FOR .SALE IN '  MONITORING  MONITORING 
'BOTTLES OR CONTAINERs  ·'  ..  _,  ··.NUMBEROF  NUMBER•OF ,:  .. 
EACH DAY*·.  '  SAMPLES'  ·sAMPLES 
(Note 1) • 
: 
>-1  . 
>-10 
·>-20• 
>-100. 
>-200 
>-300 
. >600 
>1000 
>-200.0  ... 
* 
Note 1: 
;Note 2: 
Note 3:  .. 
Note 4: 
,:.  ..  PER YEAR  PER YEAR  .. 
' 
~  .. 
'.  , ..  ; 
' 
:::  1  (Note 6)  (Note 6) 
:::  10  1'  1 
-
:::  20  3  1 
:::  100  12  1 
:::200 ..  60  .I 
:::  300··  . '  -120  2 
:::  600  180  3 
.. , 
•  > 
:::  1000  365  6 
.. 
.. 
::i· 2000 
., 
730 
,. 
;10 
"  •. 
:  .,  ..  .  .  - .  . 
"  .  -
:::  3000 (Nofe 5)  ..  1460 
.•  20 
.. 
,  .  . . 
< 
The vo1llllles are calculated as:  averages taken over a calendar year. 
·.  The relative proportions of samples  tak~ at consumers'  taps and 
withiri the supply zone will depend upon the size of the  zone.  For 
· watersupplies of20 000 m
3 per day about 50% of  the samples could 
.  be taken within treatment and'distribution system. 
.. 
.. 
A supply zone is a geographically defined ~ea  within which water 
intended for huinan consuinption comes from one or several sources. 
and  withir{  which  water  quality  may  be·  considered  as  being  ·. 
approxima~ely uniform.  ' 
The frequency should be decided by th~ Member State concerned, 
but water intended to be used by  food manufacturing industries must 
be monitore.d at leas:t once a year. 
" 
! 
., 
; 
., 
In  those  cases  where  the  vohtrne  of water  distributed  exceeds 
300 000 m
3 per day the rninirnilrn sampling frequencies are calculated, ... 
· .  by proportion from  those _applicable  where the volume distributed 
exc~eds 100 000 m
3per Qa.y.  .  . 
70' Note  5: 
Note 6: 
In those· cases where  the volume produced for  offering for  sale in 
bottles or containers exceeds 3000 m
3 per day the minimum sampling 
frequencies are calculated by proportion from those applicable where 
the vohnne produced  exceeds 1000 m
3 per _day.  · 
The frequency should be  decided by the Member State concerned · 
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·' .ANNEX Ill 
·:REFERENCE METHODS OF. ANALYSIS 
1.  PARAMETERS FOR WHICH NO REFERENCE METIIOD OF  · 
ANALXSIS IS SPECIFIED 
Colour. 
·.·Odour  · . 
Taste 
Turbidity· 
2.  PARAMETERS 
1  FOR  WHI,CH  PERFORMANCE 
CiiARACIERISIICS ARE SPECIFIED 
2.1  For the following parameters, the specified performance characteristics· 
are  that the  method of imalySis  used shall  be  capable of measuring 
concentrations  equal;  to  the  parametric  value· 'With  an  accuracy, 
precision and· limit of detection specified. 
PARAMETERS  ACCURACY  PRECISION  LIMIT OF 
%OF.  . %OF  DETECTION 
PARA- PARA- %OF 
'  METRIC  METRIC  PARAMETRIC 
'  VALUE  VALUE·  VALUE 
(Note 1)  ·(Note 2)  (Note 3) 
AcrYlamide 
•'  ..  ' .  ..  ;,. 
< 
.. 
' 
'  . 
f. 
Alurniflimn  10  10  10  ' 
Ammoriium  10  .  10,  10  . 
Antimony  10  10  10 
Arsenic  10  10  .  10 
Benzene  25  25  10 
Boron·  10  10  10 
Bromate  25  25  25 
Bromodichloro-metha  25  .  25  10 
ne 
Cadmimn ·  10_  10.  10 
Chloroform ·  25  25 
. 
10 
Cliromimn  10  '  10  10 
... 
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CONDITIONS  ... 
.. 
I 
.To be controlled 
I 
I 
by product  I 
specification 
. 
.  ' 
.. 
-
..  .. 
''  .. 
.I 
I 
I Conductivity  10  10  10 
·copper  10  .  .·  ;- ·: 10  : ..  ::1.0 
Cyanide  10  10  )0 
'):.  ..  -
(Note 4) 
1,2-dicllloro-etllane  25 
I  25  10; 
'  '·  .  ·. 
Dissolved oxygen  10  ·w  10 
.. .  .. 
Epichlorhydfin 
·•.  .. 
:  ...  ' 
Fluoride 
.  .  10  10· .  ,;  '  '.'10  ·:  .·. 
' 
Iron  10  10 
....  io  ' 
Lead  10  10  10. 
. 
Manganese  10  1Q  . 'lO  ;, 
· Mercmy  10:  "10•  •  10" 
·Nickel  10  10  10 
Nitrate·  10 
.·  to 
:,.1 
10 
" 
Nitrite  10  . 10;  _., .. ,  -10: 
Oxidizability (Note 5)  25  25  . 10 
.. 
25  ..  -l; 
Pesticides (Note 6)  25  ··.  25 
..  ' 
;  •. 
Polycyclic aromatic  25  I.  25  .  '  • ..  25 
hydrocarbons· (Note 7) 
Selenium  10  10  10 
Sulphate  10  '  10  10 
T etrachlor  -etllene  25  25'  10 
Total organic carbon  10  10  10 
.. 
Trichlorethene  25  25  1Q·, 
Vinyl chloride 
•  't'>  : 
•.  '  ..  .. 
' 
2.2  For  · Hydr.ogen  ion  concentration  ·.  tlle  specified.  performance  -
characteristics are tllat tlle metllod of analysis used shal). be capable of 
measuring  concentrations. equal_  to  tlle  par~etric  value  witll  an. 
accuracy of 0.2 pH unit arid a :{n-ecisi()n of 0.2 ·p:H unit: 
'• 
Note  1:  This term has tlle meaning given in ISO standard * * * · 
. Note 2:  This term has tlle meaning given in ISO standard* * *  · 
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to be controlled 
by product 
specification 
by product 
specification ~  ·- ·- -·  ··~  ..  ~.....-- ~~ ..  .  :  - . 
' 
)  .  ~ 
'.  1  ..·;. 
Note; 3: ·  .  ' This .  term has the meaning given in I  SO standard * * * 
.  .  . 
· Note 4:  The method shoUld determine total cyanide in all forms . 
Nofe 5:  . Oxidation. should be carried out for  10 min1:1tes at roo·c under 
acid cc_mditions USing permanganate. 
'·  .  il 
.'.  ·.·· 
Note' 6:  The peffo~ance characteristiqs apply to individual pesticides  .•. 
· Note 7:  Thei;ndividual substances are specified in Annex I. 
. _.:. 
3.  METHODS  OF  ANALYSIS  ARE . SPECIFIED  FOR  THE 
FOLLOWING PARAMETERS: 
Total colifoirns 
E.  coli 
Mertibtane  filtration  followed  by incubation  on  Membrane 
lauiyl sUlphate broth (Note 1)  for 4 hours at ~o·c  .  .followed by 
.1~ h~ms  at 37"c  .. :COlmt all yellow: colqnies, regardless of size: 
Membrane  filtration  followed· by incubation  on  Membrane 
h1uryi sulp.h.ate broth (Note 1)  for 4 hours at 30"C followed by 
14 hollis at 44  "C. Count all yellow colonies, regardleSs of  size. : . ·  ·  ·. ·  ·:.  '  ·'  - .'  '  "  .. 
.  , 
' Faecal streptococci  · ·  ·· 
Merhbra,m!  ·filtration  followed  by  incubation  on  Membrane 
enter(}Coccus  agar (Note  2) for 48  hours  at  37"C.  Count. all 
pink,' red or maroon colonies which are ·smooth and coiwex.: 
.. · 
Sulphite-reducing Clostridia 
.  . .  .  '  .  . 
Maintain the sample at  75~C for 10 minutes prior to membrane 
filtr~ti.on.  Incubate  on  Tryptose-Sulphite~Cycloserine Agar at 
37"C  (Note 3f  under  anaerobic  conditions.  Collilt  all . ]:)lack 
colonies after 24. and 48 hours incubation. 
Pseudomonas aetuginosa:  . 
.  M.ei:nbrane  filtration  followed  by  incubation  in  a. closed 
container  at 37"C  on modified  Kings  A .broth (Note  4)  for 
.  48 hours.  Count  all  colonies  which  contain  green,  blue · or 
reddish-brown pig:lnent and those which fluoresce. 
Total bacteria coilllts  •.  . 
Incubation in a  yeast. extract agar (Note 5) for 72 hours at 2l"C 
and for  24 hours at 37·c. Coimt all colonies.  .  . 
. . 
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·.  ;-.' Note  1 
. I.  .  . 
The composition of Membrane.lauryl sulphate broth is:. 
Peptone 
Yeast extract 
Lactose 
Phenol red solution* 
Sodimn lauiyl sulphate 
' Distilled water 
·  * : aqueous solution containing 4 g/1. 
Note 2. 
.  . 
i 
40 g 
6g 
30 g:. 
· · 5Q.ml 
...  1 g  : 
to 1 litre 
The composition of Membrane enterococcus agar. is: .. 
Tryptose .. 
Yeast eXtract 
Glucose  . 
Dipotassimn hydrogen 
phosph,ate ·  ·  · 
Sodimn atide 
Agar. 
2,3,5-triphenyltetrazolium 
chloride solution* 
Distilled water 
4 g, 
400 m.g  . 
12 g  ' . 
10 m1 
to 1 litre 
*  · The solution contains 10  g/1.  2,3,5-triphenyl-tetrazolium chloride. 
Note·3 
The composition of  Tryptose-Sulphite-Cycloserine Ag~.r  is: 
Tryptose 
Soya peptone 
Yeast extract 
Sodimn metabisulphite . 
Iron (III) ammonium citr:ate 
Agar 
Distilled water 
15 g 
5g 
5g 
1 g 
1 g 
12 g 
to 1 litre· 
Immediately· before use, the agai must be mixed with a  solution containing 
10  g/1.  D-cycloserine afthe rate of 4 m1  selution to 100 m1  agar. 
75 )  Note 4 
The composition of modified Kir1gs··Abroth is: 
Note 5 
Peptone 
Ethanol 
Potassium sulphate, anhydtous 
Magnesium chloride; anhydrous 
Cetyltrimethyl ammonium 
bromide  -;  : · 
Distilled water 
The corripos~tiot; of  yeast ex:tract agar is: 
Yeast extract 
Peptone 
Agar  . 
Distilled water 
. '.·  . \'  . ':;  ··:·  .  ·  . 
.  .~ ...  ~  .  ~ .  . .. 
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20  g 
-25  ml 
10 g 
1.4 g 
0.5 g 
to 1 litre 
. 3 g 
5-g  . 
12 g 
,  to 1 litre 
L.  ,· ·ANNEX IV 
NOTIFICATION 
Deadlines for transposition into national law and for application 
Directive 80/778/EEC  Directive 81/858/EEC  Act of Accession of s.,aln and  Directive  Directive 
Transposition 17.7.1982  .  (Adaptation due to acces~on  Portugal  90/656/EEC for  91/629/EEC 
I Application 17.7.1985  of Greece)  Spain transposition  _new Lander of 
1  Ail Member States except  .  1.1.198(j .  Germany 
Spain, Portuga• and new  application 
Lander of Germany  1.1.1986 
·Portugal tranS)IoSltion 
1.1.1986, 
'  application 
1.1.1989 
! 
Articles 1to 14  application 
.  31.12.1995 
Article  15  - amended with effect from  amended with effect from 
1.1.1981  1.1.1986 
Article 16  ' 
Article 17 
..  _Article  17(a) inserted 
Article 18 
. 
Article 19  ;  amended  \  amended 
\.. 
'  '  Article 20  . 
Article 21  -
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-·  -.·  ANNEXV 
,..·  - . 
THIS DIRECTIVE  DIRECTIVE 801778~EC 
Article 1(1}  .·Article-1(1) 
Article 1(2) 
Article 2(1)(a)and (b)  ·  .,  ··  Article 2  . 
Article 2(2)  .  (~..  ·-
Article 3(a) and (b) .  _Article 4(1)  :  1 
Article 3(  c) and (d) 
Article 4(  1)  Article 7(6) 
Article 4(2) . 
., 
Artide·s 
Article 6(  1)  '  .~ple7(1)  _ 
Article 6(2)  fir~t s6u.:ence 
; 
. -......... 
.  .  .. 
Article ,6(2) second sentehce .. 
. - ··:  . 
. .- -,  . 
_  Article 6(3)  ·  'Artitle  16 
Articl,e 6(  4)  I. 
-.::.,~ 
·Article 6(5). 
., 
Article· 6(  6)  1_, 
Article 7(1)  Article 12(2) 
Article 7(2) 
'·  '.  Article 7(3)  .  . .  ~-
Article 8(1)  Aiticle 12( 1) 
Article 8(2) _ 
Article 8(3)  :Aiticle 12(3) 
Article 8(  4) 
Article 8(5)  :Aiticle ;J 2(5) 
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79 . FINANCIAL.STATEMENT 
SECTION l- Financial Consequences (part B ·of the budget) -
1.  TYPE OF OPERATION  _  .  .  .  .  . 
Revision of  Col.Ulcil Directive. 80/778/EEC concel-ning the qualitY of  ~ater intended 
for. human-consmnpti.on · 
2. ·  BUDGET HEADING INVOLVED  . 
3. 
4. 
_4.1 
B  4.  304 Environmental Legislation, Studies and Services.  - - .  -- . 
· LEGAL BASIS  .-
The proposar will  be  made  l.Ulder  Article  130  s(l) of the Treaty EStablishing  the 
Europeari  C<>mi!lunity.  The  new legal· base  replaces Articles. 235  and _100  of the 
existing  Dire~tive which was  adopted. at a  tim~ when there were  no environmental . 
provisions in the Treaty. . 
DESCRIPTION OF OPERATION 
General-objective 
ProtectiOn· of  human health by ensuring the whoi~~mene5s of water 
· intended for htiman conSumption.  _. 
4.2  Period covered and arrangeinents for renewal or extenstion 
i  .  .  - . 
It is proposed that the quality standards  f~r water intehdedfor human -
consumption should be complied with witbin,5 years of  notification of the 
· Directive. .  ·  ·  · 
A revision of  the  Directiv~ will be propOsed when the Commission finds it 
appropriate .. 
5.  CLASSIFICATION OF EXPENDITURE OR REVENUE-
The proposal- will entail compulsory and non-compulsory expenditure 
Differentiated appropri'ations  · 
. 6.  . TYPE OF EXPENDITURE 
studies and services directly linked.with the achievement of  the objective of 
th~ meaSure  of which  they  form  an  integrated  part in order· to  give  the 
necessary scientific and technical advice in the implementation of  the proposal 
.  ~  - .  . 
publication· of periodic  rep~" 
expenditure is i 00% subvention 
·80 ~xpenditur~ will be in the form of studies and ·services commissioned by the 
Commission 
7.  FINANCIAL IMPACT 
7.1  Method of calculating total costs of operation (definition of unit costs} 
/ 
technical assistance (services) ECU 100 000/year 
scientific and technical studies ECU 200 000/year 
.  _elaboration ·and production of  .Community' report on. the .quality of water 
· intended for human consumpti.pri ·every three years, the first report covering 
1998-'2000. Total costs per report ECU 300 000; first report will be produced 
in 2001.  .  .  '  . 
. ·all costs are in 1994 ECUs  . 
. 7.2  Itemised breakdown of costs (in 1000 1994 ECUs- comrnittment appropriations)  .  . 
Technical Assistance 
Studies 
Reporting 
. 1995 
100 
200 
0 
1996 
100 
200 
o· 
1997 
100 
200 
0 
1998  TOTAL 
100 
200 
0 
400 
800 
0 
7.3 ·  Schedule  for the preliminary draft budget for  multiannual  operations whose basic 
instruments contains an "amount deemed neces~ 
There is no "amonnt deemed necessary'' for this operation 
8.  FRAUD PREVENTION MEASURES; RESULTS OF MEASURES TAKEN 
It will be  explicitly specified in contracts  that  all  work  performed is· the 
property of  the Commission 
Final  payment  of contractors  will  only  take  place  after  reception  and 
examination of the studies or services requested 
Inspe.ction on the premises of  the contractant will be foreseen in the contracts 
81 \ 
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SECTION 2: Administrafu.e ·Expenses. (Part A of the budget) 
.  -
A 2510: Meet:ihg expenses of COmmittees. whose consultation is a compulsory in the making _ 
. of Community acts.  · 
· 1.  . increase in  pers6nne~ 
Adopti.o~- of  the proposal will me_an_ no  n~t_ increase of  perSonnel 
2.  operating expenses generated by the ·action (in 1994 prices) 
From i~96 at the earliest:-· 
·Travel for the  Coinrnittee·foreseen in Article 15'ofthe proposaL. 
Cost:  ECU 12 x  658/meeting x·imeeti11gslyear =  ~CU  15  972/year 
-
--SECTION 3-- ELEMENTS OF COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS  . 
1. 
.  .  / 
Specific and quantifiable objectives;.tatget population 
· The general objective of  the. proposal is to-ensl!fe that the supply of water intended 
for h1n11an consumption is wholesom~. This means that the quality of  the W(iter·made-
available. for hmnan consumption must be in compli(ll'lce With· the .miJrim~ qualiy 
standards set in Annex I_ to the proposed Directive arid which must be met five years 
after notificati.on of the Directive.  · 
- . 
The target population is the population for which drinking water is.made available by 
a. distribution netWork or in bottles or containers.  .  .  . 
2.  Grounds for the action 
The action is proposed in order to 
implement  the  principle  of subidiarity  in the ·Directive  as _agreed  at  the  _ 
European. Council-in Bru.Ssels in. 1993 ·by restricting the quality parameters to ·. · 
those essential to human health i;llld by  leaving Member States free to set other. 
parameters which they find appropriate  ·  _ 
to amend the·existing Directive in a manner whichWill aid Member States iii 
. overcoming th~ difficulties in the implemep.tation of  the existing Directive 
update,  in ·accordance  with  technical  and  scientific  progress,  the  existing 
directive which· was proix>5ed i,n  1975 and adopted in 1980 
.Experience has shown that the  .~Xisting Directive has been effictent in ensuring a·good 
quality of drinkiri.g  water in the  Comrriunity.  A. Directive is the instrument which · ·. 
allows the  objectives  in terms  of-minimum  quality of water  intended  for  human  · 
consumption to be  set  at. Community level  whiie leaving the  means to reach the . 
·objectives to be decided· by Member States. ·  · 
82 In accordance with the Treaty, Member States Will bear the costs of  implementing the 
Directive. These costs, which are almost entirely due to meeting the new health-based 
Standard for lead in drinking water are expected to require investments of  the oi-"der 
of ECU 50  000 million. 
3.  Monitoring and evaluation of the qperation 
The  baseline  for  the  quality  of water  intended  for  human  consuinption  will be 
provided by  the tri-armual reports submitted by the Member States under the reporting 
obligation for Member  States -in the existing Directive.  Under the revised Directive, 
Member States will be under an obligation to publish annual reports on the quality of 
water intended for human consumption in their territory· and to submit these reports 
to the Conimission.  · 
The requirements to reporting format. which will be detennined at Community level 
and the  requirements to monitoring  by the Member  States and to the methods  of 
analysis used will ensure comparability With the minimum standards of the Directive 
and also -between Member States. · 
The reports of Member States will form the basis of  1ri-a1muaLCommunity reports to 
· follow and analyse 1he implementation of the Directive. 
4.  Coherence with financial programming 
The operation is foreseen in the financial progrannning of  DG XI under the objective 
of  water protection. 
! 
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